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C h a p t e r  7
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem
Need e x i s t s  to devise a c r i t e r i o n  fo r  work values of the "poor" 
minimally-skil led worker (C r i te s ,  1969). Since th i s  c lass  of worker is  
d i f f i c u l t  to counsel (Campbell, 1973), such a c r i t e r io n  would be 
invaluable to the vocational counselor in providing clues  towards 
f a c i l i t a t i n g  the counseling process.
Purpose of Study
I t  was the purpose of t h i s  study to devise a scale  to d i s t i n ­
guish the work values of "poor" minimally-ski l led  service  workers as 
opposed to those of the "non-poor" semi-sk i l led  service  workers in 
Nevada. Such a scale  would aid vocational counselors by: (1) i d e n t i ­
fying s p e c i f ic  kinds of work values indigenous to these population 
samples; and (2) u t i l i z i n g  the derived work values information to make 
more precise  placement of these populations in to  jobs or t r a in in g  for  
jobs,  implying increased s t a b i l i t y  in said occupations. (Chapter 3 
of fers  a de ta i led  descrip t ion  of terms used in th i s  s tudy.)
Objectives
Objective 1: To devise a Work Values Scale,  modified from
the inventory o r ig in a l ly  constructed by 
Super (1960), including modified sca les  on
1
2vocational i n t e r e s t  values and job tempera­
ments derived from the DOT (Dictionary of 
Occupational T i t l e s ,  1965).
Objective 2: To determine the work values of a defined
population sample of "poor" minimally- 
s k i l l e d  service  workers in Nevada and 
compare them with sampled work values of 
"non-poor" semi-ski l led  service  workers.
J u s t i f i c a t i o n  fo r  Study
Values form the basel ine of a t t i t u d e s  about jobs (Rokeach,
1973; Calia,  1966). A work values instrument in which to r e t r i e v e  and 
measure such values would be indispensable fo r  the vocational counselor.  
This would provide ob jec t ive  data fo r  counseling a c l i e n t  towards 
e f fe c t iv e  t r a in in g  ( i f  needed),  job placement and/or  job s t a b i l i t y .  
Further ,  such an instrument would a s s i s t  the counselor and the c l i e n t  
in making appropria te  vocational judgments regarding job choice,  job 
change and job adjustment.
Id e n t i f i c a t io n  of an in d iv id u a l ' s  values is  a s ig n i f i c a n t  
aspect  of the decision-making process (Carkhuff,  1973; Gela t t  and 
o thers ,  1973; Koberg and Bagnall , 1976). An in d iv id u a l ' s  job is  often 
the fulcrum of his l i f e ,  a f fec t ing  a l l  aspects  of  his ex is tence.  
Therefore, the values he associa tes  with his occupation do extend 
beyond the dimensions of income (Ginzberg, 1976).
The counse lor 's  task i s  complicated by social c lass  d isc rep ­
ancies among counselors and th e i r  c l i e n t s .  Substantia l d i f fe rences  in 
a t t i t u d e s ,  expecta t ions ,  cognitions and general l i f e s t y l e  e x i s t ,  and 
the counselor must have c r i t e r i a  whereby he i s  prepared to deal with 
them (Calia,  1966).
3Conclusions drawn from review of the l i t e r a t u r e *  ind ica te  t h a t  
the population with the g r e a te s t  need fo r  a values assessment technique 
fo r  the f i e ld  of occupational counseling and placement i s  the poor 
population;  i t  has been overlooked or ignored by inves t iga to rs  in t h i s  
area (C r i te s ,  1969). Instruments assessing work values are p resen t ly  
avai lab le  only for  the educated, middle-c lass ,  a f f lu e n t  individual 
(Rokeach, 1968). No such "values" instrument e x i s t s  for  the poor 
(C r i t e s ,  1969).
*See Bibliography.
C h a p t e r  2
REVIEW OF SELECTED LITERATURE 
Objective 1
To devise a Work Values Scale ,  modified from the inventory 
o r ig in a l ly  constructed by Super (1960), including modified 
scales  on vocational i n t e r e s t  values and job temperaments 
derived from the DOT (Dict ionary of Occupational T i t l e s ,
1965).
Problems of values appear in many f i e ld s  of  the social sciences  
(Williams, 1968). Value elements are important var iab les  to be 
analyzed in c r i t i c a l  areas of human endeavor. "More than any other  
concept,  i t  i s  an in tervening var iab le  t h a t  shows promise of being 
able to unify the diverse  i n t e r e s t s  of a l l  the sciences concerned with 
human behavior" (Rokeach, 1973, p. 3).
Recently, s ig n i f i c a n t  value issues  have become the subjec t  for
explorat ion and research by Smith and Peterson:
The h is to ry  of guidance in America in r e l a t io n  to values has 
been based la rge ly  on acceptance of assumed democratic values.
When values are assumed, there  are few attempts  to make them 
e x p l i c i t  or to examine them in any depth (Smith and Peterson,
1977, p. 309).
I t  was not un t i l  the 1950's th a t  s tud ies  devoted to values , 
such as those of Williamson, 1958; Wrenn, 1958; Lowe, 1959, Curran, 
1960; and Rogers, 1961, began to appear in professional  journa ls .
These s tudies  were followed by publ icat ions  discussing the importance 
of values in counseling r e l a t io n s h ip s ,  such as those by Kemp, 1967; 
Buhler, 1962; Raths, Harmin and Simon, 1966; Lowe, 1969; Peterson,
1970; and Clemens and Smith, 1973.
4
5Krasner 's  (1964) review of counselors suggests th a t  i r r e s p e c ­
t i v e  of techniques used (be i t  behavior modif icat ion to psychoanalysis),  
in a l l  cases,  they involve the communication of the counselor ' s  im p l ic i t  
"values ."  I t  i s  ev ident  from the professional  l i t e r a t u r e  th a t  the 
counselor with more ob jec t ive  values information would have b e t t e r  
success in inf luencing the behavior of his c l i e n t  (Sher tzer  and Stone, 
1974).
Calia (1966), among o the rs ,  has implied t h a t  counselors need 
ob jec t ive  measures and c r i t e r i a  to understand the values of socio­
economic groups d i f f e r e n t  from t h e i r  own. In t h i s  instance the 
i n v es t ig a to r  contends t h a t  i t  i s  the work values which vocational 
counselors need to id e n t i fy  and d i f f e r e n t i a t e  ( c l a r i f y )  in order th a t  
counselor b ia s ,  should there  be any, be reduced (Cal ia ,  1966; Rokeach, 
1973). The counselor can then deal more ob jec t ive ly  with the a fo re ­
mentioned "poor" c l i e n t .
Studies conducted in the 1950's and the 1960's , including 
those of Warner and o the rs ,  1949; Terman, 1954; Hammond, 1954;
G h is e l l i ,  1955; Bendix and Sti l lman,  1958; Ast in ,  1964; Super and 
Overs t ree t ,  1960; C r i t e s ,  1960 and 1969, attempted to describe and 
quanti fy  values which were d i s t i n c t i v e  to American soc ie ty .  However, 
these  s tud ies  suffered  from two major methodological defec ts .  F i r s t l y ,  
the samples were drawn mainly from college s tuden ts ,  who represent  the 
more educated and a f f lu e n t  segment of soc ie ty .  Secondly, the psycho­
metric t e s t s  employed were geared to educated and a f f lu e n t  populat ions.  
In add i t ion ,  the t e s t s  were found to be complex and lengthy (Rokeach, 
1973).
Rokeach (1973) devised a value scale  which he administered to
6several  s t r a t a  of American soc ie ty .  His f indings  revealed th a t  values 
vary as income and education vary. The p a t te rn  of r e s u l t s  found for  
Americans d i f f e r in g  in education was e s s e n t i a l l y  the same as t h a t  found 
fo r  Americans d i f fe r in g  in income. Pervasive value d i fferences  were 
found fo r  lower versus higher socioeconomic le v e l s .  There was a 
somewhat la rger  value gap between the educated and the less-educated 
than between the r ich  and the poor. The socia l  value gap was s i g n i f i ­
cant in a l l  instances.
Rokeach (1973) a lso  found tha t  when socioeconomic s ta tu s  was 
held constant,  spec i f ied  value d i fferences  between blacks and whites 
previously a t t r ib u te d  to race disappeared or became non-s ign if ican t .
He did f ind  an exception in value d i f ferences  concerning "equa l i ty ."  
Black Americans placed higher p r io r i t y  on equa l i ty  than did white 
Americans. This was the sole value d i f fe rence  observed by Rokeach in 
his  national sample of black and white Americans. He concluded th i s  
d i f fe rence  would decrease i f  equal opportuni ty  genuinely increased.
Katzell (1964) c i ted  inves t iga t ions  in support of the assump­
t ion  th a t  job s a t i s f a c t io n  i s  a function of the ex ten t  to which "job 
fea tu res  match the values of the incumbent" (K a tze l l ,  1964, p. 341). 
However, there has been no la rge -sca le  desc r ip t ive  research on the 
d i s t r ib u t io n s  of vocational values in the working population (C r i te s ,  
1969). Centers and Bugental (1966) conducted a study in which 692 
indiv iduals  were interviewed with respect  to t h e i r  job motivat ions . 
Semi-ski lled  and unsk il led  workers in t h i s  study were included in a 
s ing le  group. They found th a t  the higher occupational levels  are 
motivated primar i ly  by the i n t r i n s i c  aspects  of work (opportunity fo r  
s e l f -express ion ,  independence, in t e re s t in g  job functions)  and the
7lower levels  by the e x t r in s i c  components ( s e c u r i ty ,  pay, co-workers).
A Work Values Inventory (WVI) was devised by Super (1960) 
cons is t ing  of 210 diads which were scored fo r  f i f t e e n  work values. 
Subsequent in v es t ig a to rs  have found th a t  a modified, f ree-response 
version of the WVI is  r e la te d  to vocational i n t e r e s t s  (Kinnane and 
S uz iede l is ,  1962), to family background (Kinnane and Pable, 1962), to 
c e r ta in  l i f e  values (Kinnane and Graubinger,  1963), and to parental  
influence (Kinnane and Bannon, 1964).
While Super was aimed in the r i g h t  d i r e c t io n ,  i t  i s  apparent 
t h a t  he did not address his scale  towards the t a r g e t  population 
re fe r red  to as "poor." I t  i s  the opinion of th i s  in v es t ig a to r  th a t  
Super 's  scale could be modified, along with se lec ted  i n t e r e s t  and 
temperament c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  from the Dictionary of Occupational T i t l e s  
(1965). A contr ived sca le ,  derived from these three  resources 
os tens ib ly  could provide " c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of job values" which counselors 
sorely  need (Bancroft,  1971; Sweeney and Walton, 1971; Cal ia ,  1966).
Objective 2
To determine the work values of a defined population sample 
of  "poor" minimally-sk i l led  service workers in Nevada and 
compare them with sampled work values of "non-poor" semi­
s k i l l e d  service  workers.
Findings in the f i e l d  labeled "the cu l tu re  of poverty" by 
w r i te rs  such as Lewis, 1966; Gens, 1968; Rainwater,  1967; Ca l ia ,  1966; 
Caplovitz,  1962; Centers and Bugental,  1966; M etfesse l , 1965; I re lan ,  
1966; Riessman, 1964; Rokeach, 1973, provide extensive support for  the 
hypothesis th a t  the values of the poor d i f f e r  considerably from those 
of the a f f lu e n t .  Table 1 ind ica tes  the comparisons.
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Reissman (1964) found th a t  low-income people, in comparison to 
middle-class  people, are general ly  le s s  in t ro sp e c t iv e ,  le s s  in t ro v e r t iv e  
and le ss  concerned with s e l f .  They respond more to  the ex te rn a l ,  to 
the ou ts ide ,  to act ion and are  involved more with se lf -de terminat ion  
r a th e r  than with s e l f - a c t u a l i z a t i o n .
Using more rigorous in v e s t ig a t iv e  procedures,  Rokeach (1973) 
found th a t
. . . the poor are more re l ig io u s  than the r ich ;  more o ther-  
d i rec ted  and conforming to t r a d i t io n a l  values; le s s  concerned 
with taking r e s p o n s ib i l i t y  and with the secu r i ty  of  the 
family; were motivated by a d es i re  for  love with members of 
the opposite sex (Rokeach, 1973, p. 71).
F ina l ly ,  the poor d i f f e r  from the r ich  or middle c la ss  by placing a
lower value on competency, including in t e l l e c tu a l  and s e l f - a c tu a l i z in g
values.
The review of l i t e r a t u r e  thus f a r  indicated th a t  inves t iga to rs  
i d en t i fy  the f a c t  t h a t  there  are  real value d i f fe rences  among socio­
economic populat ions.  In p a r t i c u l a r ,  the need to id e n t i fy  such values 
( in  th i s  case, work values) is  qu i te  pronounced in what i s  ca l led  
the "poor" and/or disadvantaged (Pete rs  and Hansen, 1971). Under­
standing these socioeconomic value d ifferences  wil l  enable counselors 
to deal more e f f e c t iv e ly  with the poor worker by:
(1) knowing the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of such a population;
(2) being able to "vary" t h e i r  approach as counselors:
(3) knowing how to understand and deal o b jec t ive ly  with the 
"job expectations of  the poor";
(4) taking d i r e c t  i n i t i a t i v e  with such a c l i e n t ,  s ince  very 
few can verbal ize  t h e i r  job values. (Such i n i t i a t i v e  
means d i f f e r in g  methods of interviewing and/or  measures 
geared fo r  th a t  popula t ion);  and
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(5) iden t i fy ing  "value problems" of a poor c l i e n t  p r io r  to 
vocational guidance and/or placement.
The present  study, by providing object ive c r i t e r i a  fo r  work 
values of "poor minimally-skil led  ap p l ian t s , "  will  enable the 
vocational counselor to guide t h i s  population towards work and/or 
t ra in ing  which will  more prec ise ly  meet i t s  individual needs.
C h a p t e r  3
DESIGN OF THE STUDY
This study attempted to determine whether the work values of 
the "poor" minimally-ski l led  serv ice  worker d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly  from 
the work values of "non-poor" semi-sk i l led  service  workers in Nevada. 
An assessment instrument ,  measuring work values , could a s s i s t  the 
vocational counselor to guide "poor" minimally-skil led  indiv iduals  
towards work and/or t ra in ing  which i s  more meaningful in terms of work 
s a t i s f a c t io n .
The Null Hypothesis
There i s  no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  between the work values of 
"poor" minimally-ski l led  service  workers and those of the "non-poor" 
semi-ski l led  serv ice  workers in Nevada. (See "Description of Terms" 
fo l low ing . )
Description of  Terms
Service Workers--Workers in occupations described by the 
Dictionary of Occupational T i t l e s  (DOT, 1965) as "concerned with 
performing tasks  in and around p r iva te  households; serving individuals  
in i n s t i t u t i o n s  and in commercial and other  establishments;  and 
protect ing the publ ic  agains t  crime, f i r e ,  accidents ,  and ac ts  of war" 
( i . e . ,  any occupational t i t l e  beginning with a "3" d i g i t ) .  (See 
Appendix A, Document 1).
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llPoor"--Those persons receiving some form of public ass is tance  
and/or whose income f i t s  the "Lower Living Standard” c r i t e r i a  as 
described by the Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s  (1977), as follows:
Poverty Income Guidelines 
All Sta tes  Except Alaska and Hawaii 
June 1977
Size of Family Unit NonFarm Family Farm Family
1 2,970 2,550
2 3,930 3,360
3 4,890 4,170
4 5,850 4,980
5 6,810 5,790
6 7,770 6,600
Each addi t ional  member 960 810
"Non-poor"--Those individuals  whose income, based on family s ize ,  
exceeds the "Lower Living Standards" as described above. Nevada is  
unique in t h a t  semi-ski l led  serv ice  workers,  such as d ea le r s ,  bar tenders 
and food servers  working in major gaming es tablishments ,  can r e a l i z e  
earnings comparable to ,  and often in excess of ,  s k i l l e d ,  technical and 
professional workers.
Minima11y - s k i 11ed- -This s k i l l  level is  determined by the
Specif ic  Vocational Preparation (SVP), "The amount of time required to
learn the techniques ,  acquire information,  and develop the f a c i l i t y
needed fo r  average performance in a s p e c i f ic  job-worker s i tua t ion"
(DOT, Vol. I I ,  p. 652), including:
Level 1 - Short demonstration only,  and
Level 2 - Anything beyond shor t  demonstration up to and 
including 30 days.
This term also r e fe r s  to persons requir ing a minimal degree of ap t i tude ,  
"Specific  capac i t ie s  and a b i l i t i e s  required of an individual  in order  to
learn or perform adequately a task or job duty" (DOT, Vol. I I ,  1965, 
p. 653).
Semi-ski11ed--This category is  determined by an SVP level of 
from 3 to 6 ( including t ra in in g  time of  from over 30 days to over one 
year  up to and including two years) .  "Semi-skilled" also r e fe r s  to 
persons requir ing an ap t i tude  level which could include th a t  possessed 
by the middle th i rd  of  the average working population of  the United 
S ta tes  (DOT, Vol. I I ,  1965, p. 653).
S t r a t i f i e d  Populations
S t r a t i f i e d  sampling is  a technique used to insure rep resen ta ­
t iveness and to avoid bias  by use of  a modified sampling method. This 
method is  appl icable  to the present study in t h a t  the subjec t  popula­
t ion is  composed of subgroups, and the rep resen ta t ive  samples must 
therefore  contain individuals  drawn from each category (G arre t t ,  1957)
F i r s t  Field Test  of Present Study
35 poor, minimally-ski l led  workers,  26 drawn from the Las Vegas, 
Nevada, CETA (Comprehensive Employment and Training Act) Program 
and 9 from Las Vegas welfare programs
versus
47 non-poor, sem i-sk i l led ,  s k i l l e d  and professional workers drawn 
from Las Vegas Employment Service ap p l ican ts ,  as well as s t a f f  
personnel .
Second Field Test of  Present Study
28 poor, minimally-skil led  serv ice  workers drawn from the Las 
Vegas, Nevada, CETA Program
versus
34 non-poor, sem i-sk i l led ,  sk i l l ed  and professional workers drawn 
from Las Vegas, Nevada, Employment Service appl icants  and 
graduate students  from the University of  Nevada, Las Vegas.
Final Sample of Present Study
119 poor, minimally-sk i l led  service workers drawn from Las Vegas, 
North Las Vegas, Reno, Sparks and Carson City welfare and Work 
Incentive (WIN) programs
versus
119 non-poor, semi-sk i l led  service  workers drawn from Employment 
Service app l ican ts  in the Nevada c i t i e s  of Las Vegas, North Las 
Vegas, Henderson, Reno, Sparks and Carson City.
Phase 1 - Development of the Retr ieval  Instrument
The present  scale  is  an adaptat ion of Super 's  (1960) "Work 
Values Inventory" (see Appendix A, Documents 2 and 3).  Fourteen of 
Super 's  f i f t e e n  work values were re ta ined in the experimental sca le .  
The work value concept,  "Way of  Life ,"  was not included,  as i t  has 
l i t t l e  meaning to people a t  low socioeconomic l e v e l s ,  according to 
Super (1970).
The Flow Chart,  shown in Figure 1, describes  the development 
of the f ina l  r e t r i e v a l  instrument used in t h i s  study.
Item Select ion
The fourteen work values from Super 's  inventory were combined 
with the ten I n t e r e s t  Factors and ten Temperament Factors from the 
DOT (see Appendix A, Document 4).
The DOT I n t e r e s t  and Temperament Factors ,  as worker t r a i t  
components, have been the subjec t  of continuing research since 1934 by 
Department of Labor occupational research programs (DOT, Vol. I ,  1965) 
Culminating fo r ty - fo u r  years  of such research ,  the Department of  Labor
Super 's
DOT I n t e r e s t  Factors DOT Temperament Factors
Work Values Inventory
..
1s t  Generation Scale
75 items Field Test
25 value c lu s te r s 35 poor, minimally-skil led 
(CETA, welfare)
47 non-poor (ES* appl icants)
2nd Generation Scale
69 items Field Test
23 value c lu s t e r s 28 poor, min imally-skil led
(1) scale format s implif ied (CETA)
(2) two c lu s te r s  deleted 34 non-poor (col lege)
Final Scale
69 items Field Test
23 value c lu s t e r s 119 poor, minimally-skil led
Selected items reworded service  workers
fo r  c l a r i t y 119 non-poor, semi-ski l led
serv ice  workers
Test for  R e l i a b i l i t y  
Sp l i t -H a l f  Method 
(Guttman's Formula)
Group 1 - Coeff ic ien t  of Equivalence = .90 
Group 2 - Coeff ic ien t  of Equivalence = .90
*Employment Service
Figure 1. Design of the Study: Phase 1 - Developing the
Retrieval Instrument
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i s  now working toward a computerized job-matching system to a s s i s t  in 
the placement and/or counseling of app l ican ts .  Worker t r a i t  components 
are matched by computer aga ins t  job requirement c r i t e r i a  to f a c i l i t a t e  
and expedite successful  job placement (Computerized Automated Matching 
System, 1975).
I t  was determined th a t  se lected i n t e r e s t  and temperament 
fa c to rs  from the DOT were interchangeable in meaning with spec i f ied  
work values from Super 's  Inventory (see Table 2). Thus, by combining 
items from these two sources,  i t  was possib le  to  reduce the number of  
work values assessed. Each of the work values was measured in the 
sca le  by t r i a d s  of p r e fe r en t i a l  occupational a c t i v i t i e s  measuring 
these values. The t r i a d  statements were arranged in random order  on 
the scale  (see Appendix A, Document 5).  For example, the three 
statements measuring the work value "Variety" are statements numbered 
3, 19, and 51 in the sca le .
The f i r s t - g e n e r a t io n  scale  (see Figure 1) contained 25 work 
values measured by 75 s tatements .  The f i r s t  f i e ld  t e s t  revealed some 
redundancy of value content  in two of the value c lu s t e r s .  Therefore , 
i t  was possible to e l iminate  them and fu r th e r  reduce the number of 
value c lu s te r s  to 23 (measured by 69 s ta tements) .  The 23 work values 
in the present  s ca le ,  toge ther  with t h e i r  data source, are shown in 
Table 3.
Format -  Discrimination of the 23 Value Triads
In the p resen t  sca le  (see Appendix A, Document 6) ,  the 
examinee responds to each of the 69 items by c i r c l in g  e i t h e r  Yes or 
No. The decis ion to use a Yes/No method ra th e r  than a Yes/No/Uncertain
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T a b le  3
Data Source of  23 Work Values
Super's  values Independence
Securi ty 
Surroundings 
Supervisory re la t ions  
Associates
A1trui sm 
Es the t ics  
C rea t iv i ty
I n te l l e c tu a l  s t imulation 
Achievement 
P res t ige  
Management 
Economic re turn  
Variety
DOT Temperament Working with things  and objects
I n t e r e s t  values Communication of ideas
Performing adequately under s t r e s s  
Business contact  with people 
A c t iv i t i e s  involving processes ,  machines and 
techniques
Influencing people in t h e i r  opinions,  a t t i t u d e s  
or judgments 
Evaluation of information aga ins t  sensory or 
judgmental c r i t e r i a  
Evaluation of  information aga ins t  measurable or 
v e r i f i a b l e  c r i t e r i a  
S i tua t ions  involving p rec ise  attainment of s e t  
to lerances  and l im i ts
Super/DOT combined 
values
2 1
method or  a f ive -po in t  L iker t  (as in Super 's  sca le)  was p r a c t i c a l .  A 
f iv e -p o in t  and th re e -po in t  f i e l d  t e s t  with a sample of  items resu l ted  
in a chaotic pa t te rn  of  responses.  A f i e ld  t e s t  with only Yes/No 
re su l ted  in some reasonable d i s t r i b u t io n s ,  suggesting b e t t e r  item 
u t i l i t y .  Fur ther,  i t  seemed apparent t h a t  the t a r g e t  population 
responded more p o s i t iv e ly  to Yes and No. The in v e s t ig a to r  could only 
in f e r  from the f i e ld  t e s t s  t h a t  Yes and No permitted more independent 
r a th e r  than comparative confirmation of values (Fishbein, 1967). Also, 
the Yes and No Method seemed more in keeping with the cognit ive-  
l i n g u i s t i c  processes found in the lower socioeconomic groups, as 
suggested by Orem (1968) and Metfessel (1965).
Language
Findings in the l i t e r a t u r e  indicated th a t  the vocabulary of 
lower socioeconomic indiv iduals  i s  often r e s t r i c t i v e ,  imprecise and 
r e f l e c t i v e  of a low level of  conceptual izat ion (Orem, 1968). In order 
to assure t h a t  a l l  statements  in the scale  were e a s i ly  understood, 
even by those with a t h i r d -  or four th-grade reading l e v e l ,  26 of 
Super 's  items were rev ised .  In some ins tances ,  sentences were shortened 
and in a l l  i tems, vocabulary was s im pl i f ied .  Addi t ional ly ,  a ll  items 
were changed from second person to f i r s t  person to fu r th e r  s implify, 
personal ize  and f a c i l i t a t e  in t e rn a l i z a t io n  of  p r e fe re n t ia l  statements 
(Amos and Grambs, 1968).
Copies of the s im pl i f ied  scale  were sen t  to three  experts who 
were instrumental in developing DOT and Job Match vocabulary. All 
independently approved the s implif ied  sca le ,  advising th a t  essen t ia l  
meanings were re ta ined .
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R e l i a b i l i t y
The c o e f f ic ie n t  of  equivalence was estimated by the s p l i t - h a l f  
method, using Guttman's Formula (Cronbach, 1949). The r a t io n a le  
was to  discover how prec ise ly  the t e s t  measured the in d iv id u a l ' s  
performance a t  the p a r t i c u la r  moment and to es timate  how much his 
score would change i f  a d i f f e r e n t  sample of ques tions t e s t i n g  the 
same value content  were used (Cronbach, 1949). A c o e f f i c i e n t  of 
equivalence of .90 was obtained for  both groups, ind ica t ing  a high 
degree of r e l i a b i l i t y .
Phase 2 - Comparing Populations
Defining the Populations
In order  to de l im i t  the var iab les  a f fec t ing  the outcome of the 
s tudy,  populations in the f ina l  sampling were confined to workers in 
serv ice  occupations in Nevada. Since service  workers comprise the 
s ing le  l a r g e s t  segment of the Nevada work force (25.31%), t h i s  category 
was se lected  fo r  study (U.S. Dept, of  Labor Pro jec t ion  Program, 1978).
To fu r th e r  del im i t  the v a r iab le s ,  non-poor sampling was 
r e s t r i c t e d  to semi-ski l led  service  occupations only. Addi t ional ly ,  in 
the f ina l  population samples, more rigorous contro ls  fo r  poor were 
in s t ig a te d .  Population was drawn pr imari ly  from welfare programs 
where e l i g i b i l i t y  requirements based upon poverty c r i t e r i a  were more 
s t r in g e n t .
S t a t i s t i c a l  Treatment
Figure 2 presents Phase 2 - Comparing Populations.
Step 1 . Poor, minimally-sk i l led  service  worker population
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Non-poor, Semi-skil led 
Service Workers 
N=119
GROUP 2
Poor, Minimally-skil led 
Service Workers 
N=119
GROUP 1
D is t r ibu t ion  of Total Scores 
(Group 1 versus Group 2)
COMPARE
Re: t  ( t w o - t a i l ) Test
F Test
Item Scores (Value Clustered) 
(Group 1 versus Group 2)
COMPARE
Re: t  ( tw o - ta i l )  Test
F Test
Age
Sex
Years of School 
Ethnic Derivation
COMPARE
Re: t  ( tw o - ta i l )  Test
F Test
Figure 2. Design of Study: Phase 2 - Comparing
Populations
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(N=119) were compared with non-poor, semi-skil led  serv ice  worker 
population (N=119), using t  ( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t  and £  t e s t  according to 
var iab les  of (1) age, (2) sex, (3) years  of school,  and (4) ethnic  
de r iva t ion .  The t  ( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t  wil l  determine whether the means 
of the two populations are s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from each other  
according to the above va r iab le s .  This will  t e s t  the hypothesis 
t h a t  these means come from d i f f e r e n t  populations and th a t  the mean 
d i f fe rences  cannot be explained as chance f lu c tu a t io n  (G ar re t t ,  1957,
pp. 280-1).
£  r a t i o s  were used to  determine whether the va r ia t io n  between 
the two groups was g rea te r  than the va r ia t ion  within the two groups, 
making tenable the hypothesis th a t  the two groups were samples of 
d i f f e r e n t  populations (G arre t t ,  1957).
Step 2 . The d i s t r i b u t io n  of t o t a l  scores fo r  each group were 
compared using £  ( tw o- ta i l )  t e s t  and £  t e s t ,  a t  the .05 level of 
s ign i f icance .
Step 3 . The d i s t r i b u t io n  of item scores ,  c lus te red  according 
to value content  for  each populat ion,  was compared, using t  ( tw o- ta i l )  
t e s t  and £  t e s t .
Data were processed a t  the University of  Nevada, Las Vegas, 
using a Control Data Cyber 73 Computer and u t i l i z i n g  the SSPS 
( S t a t i s t i c a l  Package fo r  Social Sciences) for  ca lc u la t io n s .
C h a p t e r  4
RESULTS OF THE STUDY 
S t r a t i f i e d  Populations
Group 1
Group 1 cons is ted of 119 poor, minimally-skil led  service  
workers in Nevada. The sample was drawn primari ly  from welfare and 
WIN (Work Incent ive)  programs in Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Reno, 
and Carson City. Other respondents were casual labor appl icants  
from Nevada Sta te  Employment Service in Las Vegas and Vocational 
R ehab i l i ta t ion  c l i e n t s  in Las Vegas and Reno.
Respondents were comprised of hotel and motel room cleaners  
(30%), kitchen helpers ,  buspersons and dishwashers (21%), por te rs  
(13%), counterpersons (6%), nurse aids  (8%) and workers from 
miscellaneous occupations such as dayworkers, ch i ld -c a re  a t tendants  
and laundry workers (22%).
Group 2
Group 2 consisted of 119 non-poor, semi-sk i l led  service  
workers in Nevada. The population was drawn from Employment Service 
(ES) app l ican ts  in Las Vegas, North Las Vegas, Henderson, Reno,
Sparks, and Carson City.
Semi-ski lled  service  occupation respondents included dealers  
(31%), food servers  (22%), chefs ,  cooks, and bartenders  (13%), other  
gaming-related occupations such as keno w r i te rs  (13%) and miscellaneous
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occupations such as l icensed p rac t ica l  nurse, cosmotologist and f i r e ­
f ig h te r  (21%). In a l l ,  451 sca les  were d i s t r i b u t e d ;  379 were returned; 
238 sca les  were u t i l i z e d  in the present  study.
Administration of  Scale
Respondents were given both verbal and wri t ten  in s t ru c t io n s  
for  completing the sca le .  They were ins t ruc ted  to c i r c l e  "Yes" only 
in answer to statements considered important to them in the work they 
would l ik e  to  do. I f  the statements  were not p a r t i c u la r ly  important 
to them r e l a t i v e  to desired employment, they were in s t ruc ted  to 
c i r c l e  "No." The keyed answer for  a l l  69 items i s  "Yes."
Information was obtained regarding age, sex, education, e thnic  
de r iva t ion ,  number of  persons in household, family income for  past 
year ,  most recen t  job ,  and occupation worked a t  most.
Using federal poverty guide l ines  (Bureau of Labor S t a t i s t i c s ,  
1977), the s ize  of a family combined with income information 
determined the s ta tu s  of poor or non-poor.
Analysis of Data
The Null Hypothesis
There i s  no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  between the work values of 
poor minimally-ski l led  service  workers and those of the non-poor 
semi-ski l led  workers in Nevada.
Step 1 (Design of the Study - Figure 2)
The two populations were compared re: (1) Age, (2) Sex,
(3) Level of Education, and (4) Ethnic Derivation,  using t  ( tw o- ta i l )
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t e s t s  and £  t e s t s ,  to determine i f  the two groups were d i f f e r e n t  or 
s imilar  on these var iab les .
Figure 3 i l l u s t r a t e s  the comparison of the Age va r iab le  between 
the two populat ions.  The £  ( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t  and £  t e s t  showed s i g n i f i ­
cant d i f ference  a t  the .05 level of confidence. The mean age of the 
poor group was 29.2 as compared to  35.3, the mean age of  the non-poor 
group. This d i f fe rence  is  cons is ten t  with Table 11 of the U.S. Census 
data information, as of June 1977 which shows 7.7 years '  d i f ference  
between the median age of persons below the poverty l in e  versus to ta l  
population. This index of sampling af fi rms the present  sample as 
being rep resen ta t ive  (Group 1) of the poor group.
Figure 4 i l l u s t r a t e s  the comparison of the Sex var iab le  between 
the poor and non-poor group. The t  ( tw o - ta i l )  and £  t e s t s  showed 
s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  a t  the .05 lev e l .  The sex d i s t r i b u t io n  of the 
poor population was shown to be 76.1% female as compared to 37% female 
in the non-poor populat ion.  WIN r ec ip ien t s  comprised the predominant 
respondents of the poor group. Since Nevada law does not provide for  
welfare a ss i s tance  to the i n t a c t  family, WIN welfare r e c ip ie n t s  are 
usually predominantly female (89%). Sampling in th i s  category 
therefore  i s  subjec t  to the influence of prescr ibed l e g i s l a t i o n  in 
Nevada.
Figure 5 i l l u s t r a t e s  the comparison of the Educational Level 
between the two groups. The t  ( tw o - ta i l )  and £  t e s t s  show s ig n i f i c a n t  
d if ferences  a t  the .05 leve l .  The mean years  of school completed for  
the poor group i s  10.37 versus 12.34 years  of school completed fo r  the 
non-poor group. This d ifference i s  cons is ten t  with Table 13 of the 
U.S. Census data (1977) which shows the median educational level for
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Standard Standard t  F 
Mean Deviation Error Value Value
Poor 29.19 10.01
Non-poor 35.32 12.03
9.17
1.10
-4.26* 1.45**
*t  = 1.98 s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  the .05 level
**F = 1.26 s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  the .05 level df = 236
F i g u re  3. Comparison o f  Poor  v e r s u s  Non-poor  P o p u l a t i o n
Re: Age V a r i a b l e
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F i g u r e  5.  Comparison o f  Poor  v e r s u s  Non-poor  P o p u l a t i o n
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those below the poverty level to be 10 versus 12.3 for  those from 
a l l  o ther  income leve ls .
Figure 6 i l l u s t r a t e s  the comparison of Ethnic Derivation 
between the two groups. The t  ( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t  and the £  t e s t  show 
s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f ference  a t  the .05 leve l .  In the poor group, 47.5% 
were members of a minority group versus 13% in the non-poor group.
Table 11 of the U.S. census data (1975) shows 12.3% of  all  
races combined to be below poverty l e v e l ,  with 31.3% of a l l  blacks 
below poverty leve l .  Again, the sampling of the study i s  ve r i f i ed  as 
being rep resen ta t ive  (Group 1).
Step 2
To t e s t  the hypothesis t h a t  there is  no s ig n i f i c a n t  difference 
between the work values of  "poor" minimally-skil led  serv ice  workers 
and those of the "non-poor" semi-sk i l led  service workers in Nevada, the 
d i s t r i b u t io n s  of to ta l  sca le  scores for  each group were compared using 
the t  ( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t  and the F t e s t  (see Figure 7).  The £  t e s t  
confirmed the hypothesis th a t  the mean d ifferences  in work values 
between the two populations were not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  the 
.05 level of  p robab i l i ty .  The £  t e s t  demonstrated no d i f fe rence  of 
var iance in scale values between the two groups.
The findings posed a paradox fo r  the in v e s t ig a to r ,  p a r t i c u la r ly  
s ince the two groups were d i f f e r e n t  in means and variances as to age, 
education, sex, and ethnic  background.
The inves t iga to r  reviewed the ca lcu la t ions  and found the £  
values were s ig n i f i c a n t  a t  the .10 level of confidence. While the 
hypothesis of non-significance i s  tenable a t  the .05 l e v e l ,  i t  caused
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the in v es t ig a to r  to analyze responses to item c lu s te r s  in ye t  another 
way.
I t  appeared by informal observat ion tha t  ranking the d i s t r i ­
butions created a divergence of responses between the two groups t h a t  
merited fu r th e r  study. Therefore, the following analysis  was included.
Step 3
The d i s t r ib u t io n s  of scores fo r  each of the individual 69 work 
value statements fo r  both populations were obtained and compared, using 
the t, ( tw o - ta i l )  and £  t e s t s  (see Appendix, Document 7).  Items were 
then c lus te red  in to  t r i a d s ,  measuring the 23 work values described in
the study. Sums of  the to ta l  "yes" responses for  the grouped items
were obtained, and percentages of  t o t a l  possible responses fo r  each 
c lu s t e r  were ca lcu la ted .  For example, to measure the work value 
"Altruism," in the poor populat ion, "Yes" responses to the statements 
r e f l e c t in g  th i s  value were t o t a l l e d  as follows:
I l ike  work where I . . .
Item
Number Statement
49. Help others . . .
37. Feel t h a t  I have helped another
person . . .
42. Make other  people 's  l ives  b e t t e r  . . .
C luster  Total 
Total Poss ible  Resps.
No. of  Yes 
Responses
106
105
93
304 _ oc-o/ 
357 “ 85/o
Thus, i t  was shown th a t  85% of the poor respondents bel ieved th a t  
Altruism was a desired aspect  of the work they would l ik e  to  do.
The 23 work values were then ranked according to importance to
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each group, using the c lu s t e r  percentage scores (see Table 4) .  The 
purpose of ranking was to transform scores in to  ranks whereby the 
in v es t ig a to r  could determine the amount of r e la t io n sh ip  (or non­
re la t io n sh ip )  among value c lu s t e r s .
Results
Both the poor and non-poor groups included iden t ica l  work 
values in ranks 1 through 6, although not in iden t ica l  order.
Poor Non-poor
; Order Work Value Work Value
1.5 Economic Return Economic Return
1.5 Associates Associates
3 Surroundings Supervisory Relations
4 Achievement Surroundings
5 Securi ty Achi evement
6 Supervisory Relations Securi ty
With the exception of  "Achievement," the above work values 
f a l l  in  the category "Ex tr ins ic  Factors ,"  as described by Centers 
(1966) or hygiene f a c t o r s ,  as described by Herzberg (1976). Their 
rank order  i s  c ons is ten t  with Centers ' f indings t h a t  lower occupational 
leve ls  are motivated by the e x t r in s i c  components of work. (Centers 
included both "unskil led" and "semi-skil led"  in a s ingle  category.)
The f ac t  t h a t  "Achievement," described by Centers as an 
" i n t r i n s i c "  f a c to r ,  i s  high in rank order,  departs  from his  f indings .  
However, I re lan (1966) claims th a t  increased so p h is t ica t ion  of 
research on lower-income groups i s  correct ing a long-held impression 
th a t  the poor place no value on occupational and educational achieve­
ment. "While the poor do have a more modest absolute  standard of 
achievement than do those who are  b e t t e r  o f f ,  they want r e l a t iv e ly
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T a b l e  4
Work Values Ranked according to  Importance to Poor and Non-poor 
Groups as Determined by Percentage of "Yes" Response
Work Value
Poor Non-poor
% Yes 
Response Rank
% Yes 
Response Rank
Economic Return 94 1.5 94 1.5
Associates 94 1.5 94 1.5
Surroundings 92 3 86 4
Achievement 91 4 84 5
Securi ty 90 5 82 6
Supervisory Relations 87 6 89 3
Altruism 85 7 80 7
Prest ige 74 8 68 10
Communication of Ideas 72 9 69 9
Crea t iv i ty 70 10 65 11
Variety 66 11 57 14.5
Independence 65 12 73 8
Sensory & Judgmental C r i te r ia 64 13 57 16
Esthet ics 63 14 50 18
Measurable & Ver i f iab le  C r i te r ia 61 15 37 21
Set Tolerances & Limits 60 16.5 50 17
Business Contact with People 60 16.5 59 12
Performing under S tress 59 18 58 13
In te l l e c tu a l  Stimulation 57 19 57 14.5
Things & Objects 49 20.5 33 23
Processes,  Machines & Techniques 49 20.5 46 19
Influencing Others 31 22 45 20
Management 28 23 36 22
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more improvement in t h e i r  condition" ( I r e l a n ,  p. 3) .
Achievement i s  ranked s l i g h t ly  higher by the poor group than by 
the non-poor group. Within t h i s  work value c l u s t e r ,  statement 43,
"see what happens to my work when I am f in i sh e d ,"  shows a s ig n i f i c a n t  
d i f fe rence  between the two groups re :  £  ( tw o - ta i l )  and £  t e s t  a t  the 
.05 level of p ro b a b i l i ty  in favor of the poor group. Statement 14, 
" f in i sh  something and know I have done a good job ,"  shows a s ig n i f i c a n t  
d i f ference  re: £  t e s t  a t  the .05 level and £  t e s t  a t  the .20 l e v e l ,  
a lso  in favor of the poor group.
Prestige  was ranked 8 by the poor group and 10 by the non-poor 
group. Within the c l u s t e r ,  statement 22, "know th a t  others think my 
work i s  important," showed s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  re :  both t  and £
t e s t s  a t  the .05 level of p robab i l i ty  in favor of  the poor group. 
Statement 6, "can do so well people will  know about me," and statement 
20, "am looked up to  by o th e rs , "  showed no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences .
Super (1970, p. 9) ,  describes  P res t ige  as associated with "work 
which gives one standing in the eyes of others  and evokes respect ."
The r e la t ionsh ip  between the kind of work one does and one's  s e l f -  
image i s  general ly  acknowledged. Rainwater (1969) s t r e s se s  th a t  
lower-class people are not e a s i ly  confused as to  how they must l iv e  
versus how they would l ike  to l ive .  The poor, minimally-skil led  are 
predominantly in menial-type jobs.  This type of worker might des ire  
s ta tu s  more s trongly than one who could draw some degree of s ta tu s  
simply from his a b i l i t y  to cope with a more complex job.
Communication of  Ideas was ranked 9 by both groups. There were 
no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  between the two groups on any of the value 
s tatements .
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C rea t iv i ty  was ranked 10 by the poor group and 11 by the 
non-poor group. No s ig n i f i c a n t  d if fe rences  were shown between the 
two groups re: t  ( tw o- ta i l )  t e s t s ,  The £  t e s t s  showed s ig n i f i c a n t
d i f fe rence  a t  the .05 level in statement 21, "can t r y  out new ideas" 
and statement 47, "can think up new ideas th a t  wil l  be used."
Variety was ranked 11th in importance by the poor group and
14.5 by the non-poor group. Only statement 19, "do many d i f f e r e n t  
th ings ,"  showed s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  re : t  ( tw o - ta i l )  and £  t e s t s
a t  the .05 l ev e l ,  in favor of  the poor group.
The des i re  for  v a r i e ty  could be more urgent among those whose 
work is  most routine  (Rokeach, 1973).
Independence was ranked 12 by the  poor group and 8 by the 
non-poor group. Only statement 52, "am my own boss,"  showed s i g n i f i ­
cant d i f fe rence  a t  the .05 l e v e l ,  in favor of  the non-poor group re: 
both t  ( tw o - ta i l )  and £  t e s t s .
The f a c t  th a t  independence is  valued more highly by the non­
poor than the poor is  supported by the Rokeach (1973) study.
Individuals  with incomes under $2,000 ranked Independence (as a social 
value) 14, while those with an income of  $15,000 and over ranked 
Independence 6 (out of a poss ib le  18) (Rokeach, 1973).
Besner (1966, p. 15) describes  "independence" as a " t r a i t  
functional to success in middle-class  occupational l i f e  and thus valued 
by middle-cless  parents as a d es i rab le  t r a i t  in t h e i r  ch i ld ren ,"  
whereas t r a i t s  encouraged by lower-c lass  parents ,  such as obedience 
and po l i t en ess ,  are those which are functional to lower-c lass  jobs.
The DOT Temperament Factor ,  " s i tu a t io n s  involving the precise  
a ttainment of s e t  l im i t s ,  to le rances  and s tandards ,"  was ranked 16.5
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by the poor group and 17 by the non-poor group. No s ig n i f i c a n t  
d if ferences  were observed, except in statement  12, "must t e s t  what I 
do to make sure i t  is  j u s t  so," which showed a d i f ference  re ; t_ 
( tw o- ta i l )  t e s t  s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  the .20 level of  p ro b ab i l i ty ,  in 
favor of the poor group (Popham, 1967).
The DOT Temperament Factor ,  " s i tu a t io n s  involving the 
evaluation ( a r r iv ing  a t  gen e ra l i za t io n s ,  judgements or decis ions)  of 
information aga ins t  sensory or judgemental c r i t e r i a ," was ranked 13 
by the poor group and 16 by the non-poor group. Statement 18, "need 
special experience in order  to judge or inspect  how good a thing i s , "  
and statement 40, "can pick the best  mater ia l  for  the job ,"  showed 
s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  re :  t_ ( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t  a t  the .20 level of
probab i l i ty  in favor of  the poor group (Popham, 1967).
Es the t ics  was ranked 14 by the poor group versus 18 by the 
non-poor group. S ign i f ican t  d i f fe rences  re : t_ ( tw o - ta i l )  and £  t e s t s
a t  the .05 level were shown for  statements 53, "make things t h a t  look 
nice" and 65, "can add beauty to the world," in favor of the poor group.
I re lan  found t h a t  m a te r ia l ly ,  the lower c lasses  valued 
possessions which gave l i f e  "grace as well as comfort." Rokeach (1973) 
s ta t e s  t h a t  a person may rank a value high because he wants something 
he does not have, while another,  who already has i t  and there fo re  
tends to take i t  fo r  granted,  might rank the same value lower; th i s  
could be the case with Es the t ics .
The Temperament Factor,  " s i tu a t io n s  involving the evaluat ion 
(a r r iv ing  a t  g e n e ra l iza t io n s ,  judgements or  decis ions)  of information 
against  measurable or v e r i f i a b le  c r i t e r i a , "  was ranked 15 by the poor 
and 21 by the non-poor.
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Statement 28, "need to know a l l  the f a c t s  and d e t a i l s  in order 
to do each job,"  statement  32, " t e s t  or measure things to see i f  they 
are exact ly  the same as something e l s e ,"  and statement 61, "need to 
study a l l  about a job before I can do i t  r i g h t , "  a l l  showed s ig n i f i c a n t  
d i f ference  between the two groups re : 1; ( tw o - ta i l )  and £  t e s t s  a t
the .05 leve l ,  in favor  of the poor group.
This temperament f ac to r  showed the g r e a te s t  d i fference between 
the two groups. By expressing the need fo r  exacting guidel ines and 
r ig id  s t ru c tu re ,  the poor may have been responding to the basic 
in secu r i ty  which i s  p a r t  of t h e i r  l i f e  condi tion ( I re !an  and Besner, 
1966).
Business Contact with People was ranked 16.5 by the poor group 
and 12 by the non-poor group. Although no s ig n i f i c a n t  d ifferences  
were found between the t r i a d  statements re : t_ ( tw o - ta i l )  or £  t e s t s ,
the dif fe rence  in ranking was marked. Caplovitz (1963) describes  the 
lack of consumer s k i l l s  possessed by the poor and t h e i r  naivete  in the 
realm of business .  Addit iona l ly ,  lack of  education i s  an important 
f a c to r  in low level of knowledge about the market and the economy 
( I r e l a n ,  1966). However, t h i s  represents  a cognit ive grasp of 
economic a f f a i r s .  The scale  items r e f l e c t  s im i la r  a t t i t u d e s  which 
apparently are applied d i f f e r e n t ly  by the poor to be cons is ten t  with 
Caplovi tz 's  f inding.
Performing under S tress  was ranked 18 by the poor group and 
13 by the non-poor group. No s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  were found 
between the two groups on any of the p r e fe re n t ia l  statements in the 
t r i a d  re :  t  ( tw o - ta i l )  or £  t e s t s .  However, the d i f ference  in rank 
pos i t ion  i s  pronounced. The f a c t  t h a t  the non-poor sample was
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comprised (79%) of dea le rs ,  bar tenders ,  cooks and food servers  in 
gaming establishments where s t r e s s  is  an implied component of  t h e i r  
job ,  could account for  t h i s  d i f fe rence .
In te l l e c tu a l  Stimulat ion was ranked 19 by the poor versus
14.5 by the non-poor. This i s  cons is ten t  with Rokeach's (1973) 
findings th a t  the lower occupational levels  place low values on 
in t e l l e c tu a l  competency. I re lan  (1966) also found th a t  the lower 
c lasses  tend to value occupations more for  tangible  rewards than for  
in t e l l e c tu a l  ones.
Statement 11, "need to think things out ,"  showed a s ig n i f i c a n t  
d i f fe rence  a t  the .20 level of p robab i l i ty  re: t  ( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t  in
favor of the poor population. This appears to be a con trad ic t ion  unti l  
one examines the data .  The poor general ly  responded more heavily in 
the a f f i rm a t ive .  Therefore , as the scores diminish in each group, a 
point  i s  reached where the poor show higher individual  scores in 
se lec ted  cases even though the rank order score places them in a lower 
rank pos i t ion .
The I n te r e s t  Factor ,  " s i tu a t io n s  involving a preference for  
a c t i v i t i e s  dealing with things and ob jec ts ,"  was ranked 20.5 by the 
poor population and 23 ( the lowest possible rank order) by the non-poor. 
Statement 2, "put things together  or take things a p a r t , "  and statement 
26, "use my hands more than my head," showed s ig n i f i c a n t  d if ferences  
between the two groups re : t^  ( tw o - ta i l )  and £_ t e s t s  a t  the .05 leve l ,
in favor of the non-poor group. Statement 48, "have to work with 
things more than with people," showed a s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  re: 
t  ( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t  a t  the .20 l e v e l ,  in favor of the poor group.
While the non-poor group ranked th i s  work value lower than the
poor, i t  i s  ranked s u f f i c i e n t ly  low by the poor to ind ica te  th a t  
n e i th e r  group considers  impersonal ity as a des i rab le  work condit ion.
The I n t e r e s t  Factor,  " s i tu a t io n s  involving a preference fo r  
a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  are non-social in nature and are car r ied  on in 
r e l a t io n  to processes ,  machines and techniques ,"  was ranked 20.5 by 
the poor group and 19 by the non-poor group. The £  ( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t s  
and F t e s t s  showed no s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rences  between the two groups 
re : any of the value statements .
Although the non-poor ranked t h i s  work value s l i g h t l y  higher 
than the poor group, both rankings were s u f f i c i e n t ly  low to  ind ica te  
a preference for  social versus non-social work condit ions.  This 
finding might have r e su l ted  from the f a c t  t h a t  both populations were 
o r ig in a l ly  drawn from service occupations.
The Temperament Factor,  " s i tu a t io n s  involving influencing 
people in t h e i r  opinions,  a t t i t u d e s  or judgements about ideas or 
th ings ,"  was ranked 22 by the poor group and 20 by the non-poor group 
The value statement  33, "can change the way people think," and s t a t e ­
ment 46, "can change the way people feel about th ings ,"  showed 
s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  between the two groups re : t  ( tw o - ta i l )  and
£  t e s t s  a t  the .05 l ev e l ,  in favor of  the non-poor. Statement 68, 
"can s e l l  ideas  to people," showed a s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f ference  re : t
( tw o - ta i l )  t e s t  a t  the .05 level in favor of the non-poor group.
The r e l a t i v e l y  low rankings of th i s  work value are ind ica t ive  
of low need or d es i r e  on the p a r t  of both groups to influence o thers .  
This work value appears to be more c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of professional  
occupations (DOT, Vol. I I ,  1965).
Management was ranked 23 ( the  lowest rank order) by the poor
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group and 22 by the non-poor group. The t  ( tw o - ta i l )  and £  t e s t s  
showed a s ig n i f i c a n t  d i f fe rence  between the responses of the two 
groups a t  the .05 level of  p robab i l i ty  on a l l  th ree  value statements 
in t h i s  c lu s t e r ,  in favor o f  the non-poor. The d i f fe rence  could be 
a t t r i b u t e d  to the f a c t  t h a t  lack of education,  a condi tion of the 
poor,  provides inadequate too ls  for  planning and making dec is ions ,  
key p re req u is i t e s  of  management s k i l l  ( I r e l a n ,  1966). However, both 
groups ranked t h i s  work value s u f f i c i e n t ly  low to ind ica te  th a t  they 
did not aspire  to management r e s p o n s ib i l i ty .
Step 4
The g re a te s t  value d i f fe rences  between the poor and non-poor 
groups occurred in r e l a t io n  to: (1) I n te l l e c tu a l  St imulat ion,
(2) Business Contact with People, (3) Performing under S tress  and 
4) Independence, which were ranked higher by the non-poor group, and
(5) Variety,  (6) Es thet ics  and (7) the Temperament Factors,  "ar r iv ing  
a t  genera l iza t ions ,  judgements or decis ions based upon measurable and 
v e r i f i a b l e  c r i t e r i a , "  which were rated higher by the poor group.
The seven values were sys tematica l ly  cul led  out by the 
in v es t ig a to r  as they appeared to be most d i s c r e t e  in terms of  rank 
order between the poor and non-poor. However, fu r th e r  evidence was 
needed to iden t i fy  these value d i f fe rences  in terms of rank order  
r e la t io n sh ip s .  This was accomplished by the following procedures:
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a.
b.- C;
RANK DIFFERENCE CORRELATION
Total Scale 
(N=23) ^=.91
RANK DIFFERENCE CORRELATION
Work Values deviat ing less
than two posit ions
(N=l1) r  ,=1.00
RANK DIFFERENCE CORRELATION
Work Values deviation two to 
three  rank pos i t ions  
(N=5)
RANK DIFFERENCE CORRELATION
Work Values deviating more 
than th ree  rank pos i t ions  
(N=7) r^.Ol
a. Rank d i f fe rence  c o r re la t io n  was ca lcu la ted  fo r  the to ta l  
scale (N=23) between the poor and non-poor groups. A rank 
difference co r re la t io n  of .91 was obtained,  ind ica t ing  a 
very high r e l a t io n sh ip .  Also, th i s  suggests why the t  
value was not s ig n i f i c a n t  in the comparison of to ta l  
score d i s t r i b u t io n s .
b. Rank dif ference  c o r re la t io n  was ca lcu la ted  fo r  only those 
work values where a d i f fe rence  of less  than 2 rank 
posi t ions  ex is ted  between the poor and non-poor groups 
(N=ll).  A rank d i f fe rence  co r re la t ion  of 1.00 was 
obtained, ind ica t ing  a pe r fec t  r e la t io n sh ip  (see Table 5).
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T a b le  5
Work Values with Deviation of Less than 2 Rank Posi t ions  between Groups
(Re-ranked for  Correlat ion)
Poor Non-poor
Work Value
% Yes 
Response Rank
% Yes 
Response Rank
Economic Return 94 1.5 94 1.5
Associates 94 1.5 94 1.5
Surroundings 92 3 86 3
Achievement 91 4 84 4
Securi ty 90 5 82 5
Altruism 85 6 80 6
Communication of Ideas 72 7 69 7
C rea t iv i ty 70 8 65 8
Set Tolerances and Limits 60 9 59 9
Processes,  Machines and Limits 49 10 46 10
Management 28 11 36 11
r d= l .00 N=11
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c. Rank d i f fe rence  co r re la t io n  was ca lcu la ted  fo r  only those 
work values where a d i f fe rence  of 2 to 3 rank pos i t ions  
separated the poor from the non-poor group (N=5). A rank 
d i f fe rence  co r re la t ion  of .90 was obtained, ind ica t ing
a very high r e la t io n sh ip  (see Table 6) .
d. A rank d i f fe rence  co r re la t ion  was ca lcula ted  for  only those
work values separated by more than 3 rank pos i t ions  between 
the poor and the non-poor groups (N=7). A rank d i f fe rence  
co r re la t io n  of .01 was obta ined ,  ind ica t ing  a neg l ig ib le  
re la t io n sh ip  (see Table 7).
The preceding ca lcu la t ions  now suggest there  are 7 out of  23 values on
which the two groups do d i f f e r  s ig n i f i c a n t ly .
To r e c a p i tu l a t e ,  the 7 divergent values are:
(1) I n te l l e c tu a l  S t imula t ion-- In  t h i s  case the non-poor showed a 
higher preference (Rokeach, 1973).
(2) Business Contact with People--The non-poor showed g rea te r  
preference (Caplovitz,  1963; I r e l a n ,  1966).
(3) Variety--A g rea te r  preference was shown by the poor 
(Rokeach, 1973).
(4) Performing Under S t r e s s —The non-poor showed a g re a te r  
preference.  (There i s  no re fe rence ,  inasmuch as t h i s  is  
a new f i  ndi ng.)
(5) Independence—A g rea te r  preference was shown by the non-poor 
(Rokeach, 1973; Besner, 1966).
(6) E s th e t i c s —The poor showed a g re a te r  preference in t h i s  case 
( I r e l a n ,  1966; Rokeach, 1973).
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T a b le  6
Work Values Deviating 2 to 3 Rank Posi t ions  between Groups 
(Re-ranked for  Correlat ion)
Poor Non-poor
Work Values
% Yes 
Response Rank
% Yes 
Response Rank
Supervisory Relations 87 1 89 1
Pres t ige 74 2 68 2
Sensory and Judgmental C r i t e r i a 64 3 57 3
Things and Objects 49 4 33 5
Influencing Others 31 5 45 4
r d=.90 N=5
Table 7
Work Values Deviating More than 3 Rank Posi t ions  between Groups
(Re-ranked for  Correla t ion)
Poor Non-poor
Work Values
% Yes 
Response Rank
% Yes 
Response Rank
Variety 66 1 57 4.5
Independence 65 2 73 1
Esthe t ics 63 3 50 6
Measurable and Ver i f iab le  C r i t e r i a 61 4 37 7
Business Contact with People 60 5 59 2
Performing under S t ress 59 6 58 3
In te l l e c tu a l  Stimulat ion 57 7 57 4.5
N=7
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(7) The Temperament Factor r e la t in g  to "a r r iv ing  a t  gen e ra l i ­
za t ions ,  judgements or decisions based upon measurable 
and v e r i f i a b le  c r i t e r i a " —A grea te r  preference was shown 
by the poor in th i s  case a lso .  (No reference;  but see 
I re lan ,  1966; Besner, 1966.)
I t  i s  apparent t h a t  th i s  added analys is  of  data provides 
evidence of compat ib i l i ty  with ex is t ing  s ig n i f i c a n t  research,  i . e . ,  
these enumerated values . However, two values have been i so la t e d ,
i . e . ,  Performing under S t ress  and the Temperament Factor r e l a t in g  to 
"ar r iv ing  a t  g ene ra l iza t ions ,  judgements or decis ions  based upon 
measurable and v e r i f i a b l e  c r i t e r i a . "  There i s  no l i t e r a t u r e  about 
these  two in the area of work values. This finding in i t s e l f  suggests 
new v i s t a s  for  research.
I t  is  the opinion of  the in v es t ig a to r  t h a t  th i s  p i l o t  study 
i s  a valuable s tep ,  e s ta b l i sh in g  a d i re c t io n  for  continued research 
on the work values of the poor, minimally-ski l led  popula t ions,  as 
defined in th i s  study.
C h a p te r  5
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of  th i s  research was to survey the work values of 
poor versus non-poor service  workers in Nevada. As a p i l o t  study, i t  
wil l  provide a bas is  fo r  developing a counseling scale  designed to 
measure work values ,  a scale  so constructed as to be usable even by 
those with limited education and s k i l l s .
The scale used in t h i s  study combined work values from Super 's  
(1970) Work Values Inventory with I n te r e s t  Factors and Temperament 
Factors from the Dictionary of Occupational T i t l e s  (1965). Language 
and format of the sca le  were s implif ied so t h a t  the scale could be both 
e a s i ly  understood and administered.
Several inventor ies  of work values have been constructed 
e x p l i c i t l y  for  the purposes of p redic t ion  and counseling: Hammond's
Occupational Rating Scales (OARS), S te f f i  r e ' s  Vocational Values 
Inventory (VVI), Super 's Work Values Inventory (WVI) and the Minnesota 
Importance Questionnaire (MIQ). However, none of the above were 
designed for  those with educational d e f ic ien c ie s .  The present s ca le ,  
because of i t s  s im p l ic i ty ,  wil l  provide the vocational counselor with a 
counseling tool which wil l  a s s i s t  t h a t  counselee who finds the g r e a t e s t  
d i f f i c u l t y  in conceptualizing and a r t i c u la t i n g  his vocational 
preferences.  For a s ingle  ind iv idua l ,  no genera l iza t ions  can be made 
about what he regards as rewards and costs  from group data .  His own 
point  of view must be assessed to understand his motivational p ic tu re
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(Zytowski, 1970).
Results of the study indicated  th a t  both groups include the 
same work values in the top 6 rank order p os i t ions .  Five of these work 
values can be described as e x t r in s i c :  Economic Return, Associates ,
Surroundings, Security  and Supervisory Relat ions.  However, Achievement, 
an i n t r i n s i c  value, is  a lso  included among the top rank order pos i t ions .  
This r e s u l t  departs from f indings  of other  researchers  regarding values 
of the poor.
Management and the Desire to  Influence Others were ranked low 
by both groups. Also ranked low were work values implying impersonal 
or nonsocial aspects .
Results of the study indicated th a t  the re  are  more s im i l a r i t i e s
between the work values o f  the poor and the non-poor in Nevada than
there  are d i f fe rences .  Rainwater (1967, p. 123) contends tha t
. . . the lower c lass  does not have a separate  system of basic 
values. . . . I t  i s  simply th a t  t h e i r  whole l i f e  experience 
teaches them th a t  i t  i s  impossible to achieve a v iable  sense 
of self-es teem in terms of those values.
The implicat ion is  t h a t  lower-class  l i f e s t y l e s  are  pursued out of
n ecess i ty ,  not out of choice.
However, the study did id en t i fy  seven real value d ifferences  
between the poor and non-poor service  workers in Nevada. These value 
d i f fe rences  occurred in r e l a t io n  to : (1) I n te l l e c tu a l  Stimulation;
(2) Business Contact with People; (3) Performing under S t ress  and
(4) Independence, which were ranked as more important by the non-poor 
group; (5) Variety, (6) Es the t ics  and (7) the Temperament Factor,  
r e l a t in g  to  "arr iv ing a t  gen e ra l iza t io n s ,  judgements or decisions based 
upon measurable and v e r i f i a b l e  c r i t e r i a , "  which were ranked as more
important by the poor group.
In terms of the overal l  s ca le ,  the null hypothesis was accepted. 
However, th i s  in v es t ig a to r  found th a t  only 16 of the to ta l  23 value 
c lu s te r s  were not s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  between the two groups.
Seven values ,  as described in Chapter 4, suggest t h a t  there  may 
be a rea l  d i f fe rence  between the two groups which is  not d isc losed  by 
the to t a l  sca le .  Therefore, such a f inding suggests the need for  more 
de ta i led  experimentation and study.
Recommendations
1. I t  i s  suggested, s ince  t h i s  was a p i l o t  s tudy, t h a t  the 
seven id e n t i f i e d  work values open doors fo r  continuing research in the 
matter  of d i f f e r in g  work values between the poor and non-poor, as 
defined in t h i s  study.
2. The present  scale  developed by th i s  study should be 
administered to poor and non-poor populations in o ther  geographic 
areas of  the United S ta tes .  These da ta ,  combined with the Nevada 
da ta ,  should then be u t i l i z e d  to  develop possible  national normative 
c r i t e r i a .
3. The work values Economic Return, Securi ty ,  Surroundings 
and Supervisory Relations do not overlap in context with any of  the 
I n t e r e s t  or Temperament fa c to rs  from the DOT. A ddi t iona l ly ,  the 
consensus of se lected research to date  indicates  th a t  the e x t r in s i c  
or hygiene fa c to rs  are important to most workers, regard less  of t h e i r  
occupation or socioeconomic s ta tu s  (Centers,  1966; Herzberg, 1976). 
Therefore, these fac tors  should be dele ted from the f ina l  s ca le .  The
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r e su l t a n t  scale  could then be incorporated as a counseling instrument 
of  the United S ta tes  Employment S e rv ice 's  computerized job match 
system. This system i s  present ly  operat ional  in twenty-four se lected  
s ta t e s  and i s  projected  to be implemented nationwide by 1980. Computer 
programs have been developed by the Department of Labor which wil l  
match appl icant  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  including i n t e r e s t s  and temperaments, 
with corresponding worker t r a i t  requirements of various occupations.
Conclusion
The survey of work values described in t h i s  research id en t i f i e d  
seven s ig n i f i c a n t  work value d i f ferences  between poor and non-poor 
service workers in Nevada. I t  i s  proposed t h a t  the scale  developed 
by the in v es t ig a to r  to r e t r i e v e  t h i s  work values information be used 
with other  population samples to develop national normative data .  The 
instrument can then become a counseling tool fo r  use by employment 
counselors throughout the United S ta tes  Employment Service as a 
component of the automated job match system.
The Work Values Scale will  give more precise  counselee 
interest /temperament information which the counselor can input into 
the computer, along with General Aptitude Test Battery (GATB) scores ,  
to r e t r i e v e  an extens ive choice of occupations compatible with those 
in teres t / temperament/apt i tude t r a i t s .  Thus, the counselee can be 
guided toward work and/or t ra in ing  which wil l  be more meaningful in 
terms of work s a t i s f a c t io n .
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SERVICE OCCUPATIONS
Household and related work 
Launderert, private family 
Cooki, domestic
Domestic service occupations, n.e.c.
Toad sod k rv m it pprysrstke and service oecupaOeaa
Hosts/hostesses and stewards/stewardesses, food and beverage 
service, except ship stewards/stewardesses 
Waiters/waitresses, and related food service occupations 
Bartenders
t'hcfx ami t'txiks, hotels mill lestiimmiis 
Miscellaneous cisiks, except domestic 
Meatculters, except in slaughtering and packing houses 
Miscellaneous food and beverage preparation occupations 
Kitchen workers, n.e.c.
Food and beverage preparation and service occupations, n e.c.
Lodging and related service occupations 
Boarding-house and lodging-house keepers 
Housekeepers, hotels and institutions
Hnuscclcuiicrx, hotels, restaurants, and related establishments 
Bellhops and rcliiled occupations 
l odging and related service occupations, n e c.
Barbering, cosmetology, and related service occupations 
Barbers 
Manicurists
Hairdressers and cosmetologists 
Make-up occupations 
Masseurs and related occupations 
Bath attendants
Embalmers and related occupations
Barbering, cosmetology, and related service occupations, n e c
Amusement and recreation service occupations 
Attendants, bowling alley and billiard parlor 
Attendants, golf course, tennis court, skating rink, and 
facilities
Amusement device and concession attendants 
Gambling hall attendants
Ushers "
Wardrobe and dressing-room attendants 
Amusement and recreation service occupations, n.e.c.
Miscellaneous personal service occupations 38
Ship stewards/stewardesses and related occupations 381
Train attendants 382
Hosts/hostesses and stewards/stewardesses, n.e.c. 383
Guides 388
Unlicensed birth attendants and practical nurses 389
Attendants, hospitals, morgues, and related health services 
Baggage handlers
Checkroom, locker room, and restroom attendants 
Miscellaneous personal service occupations, n.e.c.
Apparri and furnishings service occupations
Laundering occupations
Dry cleaning occupations
Pressing occupations
Dyeing and related occupations
Shoe and luggage repairer and related occupations
Bootblacks and related occupations
Apparel and furnishings service occupations, n.e.c.
Police officers and detectives, public service
Police officers and detectives, except in public service
Sheriffs and bailiffs
Armed forces enlisted personnel
Protective service occupations, n.e.c.
Building and related service occupations
Porters and cleaners 
Janitors
Building pest control service occupations 
Elevator operators
Building and related service occupations, n.e.c.
related
375
376
377 
37H 
379
Protective service occupations
Crossing tenders and bridge operators
Security guards and correction officers, except crossing tenders 
Fire fighters, fire department
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n o t  a ll c o n s id e r e d  e q u a l ly  im p o r ta n t ;  so m e  a re  v e ry  im p o r ta n t  to  so m e  p e o p le  b u t  o f  l i t t le  im p o r ta n c e  
to  o th e rs .  R e a d  e a c h  s ta te m e n t  c a re fu l ly  a n d  in d ic a te  h o w  im p o r ta n t  i t  is fo r  you .
NAME.
4 m e a n s  “ I m p o r ta n t”
3 m e a n s  “ M o d e ra te ly  I m p o r ta n t”
2 m e a n s  “ O f  L i t t le  I m p o r ta n c e ”
1 m e a n s  “ U n im p o r ta n t”
(F il l  in  o n e  o v a l b y  e a c h  i te m  to  s h o w  y o u r  r a t in g  o f  th e  s ta te m e n t .)
Work in w hich  you . . .
1. . . . have to k eep  so lv in g  n ew  problem s. CQCOCOCOCO
2. . . . h e lp  others. C O C Z D C O C O C O
3. . . . can get a raise. COCOCOCIDCO
4. . . . look forward to changes in your job. COCOCOCOCO
5. . . . h a v e  f re e d o m  in  y o u r  o w n  a re a .  COCOCOCOCO
6. . . . gain prestige in your fie ld . COCOCOCQCO
7. . . . n eed  to have artistic ability . COCOCOCOCO
8. . . . are one of the gang. COCOCOCOCO
9. . . .  know  your job w ill last. Q D Q D C D C D C D
10. . . . can b e the kind o f person you w ou ld  like to be. COCOCOCOCO
11. . . .  h a v e  a b o ss  w h o  g iv e s  y o u  a  s q u a r e  d e a l .  Q D G D C D C D C D
12. . . .  like the setting  in w h ich  your job  is done. COCOCOCOCO
13. . . .  get the fee lin g  o f having d on e  a good day’s work. l L ilisjU j u j C D
14. . . .  have authority over others. Q D Q D C D G O C O
15. . . .  try out n ew  ideas and su ggestion s. C D C D C D C D C D
16. . . .  create som eth ing  new . C O C O C O C O C O
17. . . .  know  by the results w h en  y o u ’ve  done a good job. COCOCOCOCO
18. . . .  have a boss w ho is reasonable. C D C D C D C D C D
19. . . . are sure o f  alw ays having a job. COCOCOCOCO
20. . . . add beauty to the w orld. COCOCOCOCO
21. . . .  make your ow n d ec ision s. C O C O C O C O C O
3
5  m e a n s  “ V e ry  I m p o r ta n t”
4  m e a n s  “ I m p o r ta n t”
3  m e a n s  “ M o d e ra te ly  I m p o r ta n t” 
2  m e a n s  “ O f  L i t t le  I m p o r ta n c e ”  
1 m e a n s  “ U n im p o r ta n t”
22. . . . h a v e  p a y  in c re a s e s  th a t  k e e p  u p  w ith  th e  c o s t  o f  l iv in g . m m m m r r " > -
23. . . . a r e  m e n ta l ly  c h a l le n g e d . m m m m m
24. . . . u s e  l e a d e r s h ip  a b i l i t ie s . f~5  JI 4 n  3 H 2 11 1 1
25. . . . h a v e  a d e q u a te  lo u n g e , to i le t  a n d  o th e r  f a c ili t ie s . m u u c n m r —)
26. . . . h a v e  a  w a y  o f  life , w h ile  n o t  o n  th e  jo b ,  th a t  y o u  lik e . CD CO CO CO CD
27. . . . fo rm  f r ie n d s h ip s  w ith  y o u r  f e l lo w  e m p lo y e e s . QDQDQDCDCD
28. . . . k n o w  th a t  o th e r s  c o n s id e r  y o u r  w o rk  im p o r ta n t . CD CO CO CO CD
29. . . . d o  n o t  d o  th e  s a m e  th in g  a ll th e  t im e . m m m m m
30. . . . f e e l  y o u  h a v e  h e l p e d  a n o th e r  p e r s o n . CD CO CO CD CD
31. . . . a d d  to  th e  w e l l - b e in g  o f  o th e r  p e o p le .
32. . . . d o  m a n y  d i f f e r e n t  th in g s . CUD CO CO CO CUD
33. . . . a r e  lo o k e d  u p  to  b y  o th e rs . m m m m m
34. . . h a v e  g o o d  c o n ta c ts  w ith  fe l lo w  w o rk e rs . CO CO CO CO CO
35. . . le a d  th e  k in d  o f  life  y o u  m o s t e n jo y . COCO COCO CO
36. .
37. .
. h a v e  a  g o o d  p la c e  in  w h ic h  to  w o rk  (g o o d  l ig h t in g ,  q u ie t ,  
c le a n ,  e n o u g h  s p a c e ,  e tc .)
. p la n  a n d  o rg a n iz e  th e  w o rk  o f  o th e rs .
m m m m m
COCOCOCOCO
38. . . n e e d  to  b e  m e n ta l ly  a le r t. c o c o c o c o c o
39. . . a r e  p a id  e n o u g h  to  l iv e  r ig h t. m m m m m
40. . . a r e  y o u r  o w n  b o ss . COCO COCO CO
41. . . m a k e  a t t r a c t iv e  p ro d u c ts . m m m m m
42. . . a r e  s u r e  o f  a n o th e r  jo b  in  th e  c o m p a n y  i f  y o u r  p r e s e n t  jo b  e n d s . m m m m m —
43. . . h a v e  a  s u p e r v is o r  w h o  is c o n s id e r a te . CD CO CO CO CO
44. . . s e e  th e  r e s u l t s  o f  y o u r  e ffo rts . COCOCOCOCO m *
45. . . c o n t r ib u te  n e w  id e a s . COCOCOCOCO 2
Now check to be sure that you rated every statement.
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National Institute for Careers 
Education and Counselling
Bateman S treet 
Cambridge CB2 1 LZ 
Telephone 0223  51446
Jo in tly  sponsored by  The Hatfield 
Polytechnic and the  Careers 
Research and Advisory Centre
Ms Freda Klein
135 South Eighth S treet
Las Vagas
Nevada 89101
USA 24 May 1977
Dear Ms K lein,
Thank you fo r  your kind enquiry about the adaptation of the Work Values 
Inventory. As I see i t ,  asking perm ission i s  the gracious th ing to  do , 
but not n ecessary , fo r  you r e a lly  are going to  do i s  develop a new 
inventory. S im plifying the language and converting the response form 
means that the instrument i s  r ea lly  rather ra d ica lly  changed, there i s  
no elementary school form o f i t ,  and you w il l  have to  develop your own 
normative data . As I see i t ,  p ro fessio n a l e th ic s  c a ll  fo r  acknowledging 
the source o f the item s, but g iv in g  the instrument your own name or that 
o f your orga n isa tio n , and trea tin g  i t  as a new instrum ent. This i s  
e sp e c ia lly  relevant as you are going to  add in te r e s t  and temperament 
fa c to r s  from the DOT.
Someone did do a m odification  of the WVI to  make i t  usable in  elementary 
sch o o l, and I do not remember whether i t  was a masters or a d octoral th e s is ,
I am sure i t  was one or the other. You might check .B is s e r ta t io n A bstracts 
fo r  the period o f three to  e ight years ago in  order to  lo ca te  i t .  I have 
a copy o f i t ,  but have o f course not brought a l l  o f my f i l e s  over to  B rita in , 
even fo r  th is  three, year period. 9
The project upon which you are embarking seems to  be a worthwhile one, but 
there i s  one caution to  keep in  mind, one which may lead to  negative r e s u lt s .  
As I have pointed out in  some o f my w ritin gs about v a lu es, both in  my small 
book with Martin Bohn on Occupational Psychology (Monterey: Brooks/Cole, 1970) 
and in  my chapter in  Zytowski's ed ited  book on New Developments in  the 
Measurement o f in ter e st  (U niversity  o f Minnesota P ress, 1974 -  the t i t l e  and 
date may not be ex a ctly  r ig h t) , the use o f  in te r e s t  in v en to ries  in  counselling  
i s  prim arily to  get an understanding o f what a person wants out cf work, but 
the re la tio n sh ip  between what people want out o f  work and the occupation they 
choose i s  not a c lo se  one, not as c lo se  as i t  i s  with in t e r e s t .  The reason 
fo r  th is  i s  th at a v a r ie ty  o f  values can be achieved in  any one occupation , 
and a p a rticu lar  value maybe r e a lisa b le  in  a number of occupations: fo r
cont *d.
NICEC is based part ly  in Cambridge and 
part ly  a t  the B ayfordbury  annexe  of 
The  Hatfield Polytechnic. It is administered 
as an  activity of the  Careers Research and 
Advisory C entre  (CRAC) L imited, which is 
an independen t  non-prof i t-m aking body ,  
incorporated  under  the  Com panies A ct ,  1948, 
and  entered  in the Register of Chari ties in 
accordance w ith  the provisions of Section 4
The Careers 
T h e  H a tfie ld  Research and
CRAC
Council of NICEC G.K. Caston MA (Chairman);  
Miss C. Avent MA, A.A. Bridgewater  MA;
J.G W. Davies QBE MA; D.G. Elsom BA, J.A.P. 
Hull MSc ARCS f IMA; Sir Norm an L indop 
MSc K H 1C, Miss M R. Osborn  MA,
J.r  . Pot ter MA BSc; D.E. Super MA PhD;
A G. Walls MA MPhil
Senior  Fellows I) I . Super  MA PhD (Honorary  
Ih r i ' i ln r )  A G  W alls  MA MPhil It- xe iu live____
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Ms Freda Klein 2 4  May 1 9 7 7
example, a ltru ism  can be s a t is f ie d  as a manager o f a manufacturing 
concern through the establishm ent and conduct o f  good personnel 
p o l ic ie s ,  as w e ll as in  the work o f so c ia l worker. A lso , as has been 
pointed out freq u en tly , some so c ia l workers are much more in ter e sted  
in  power and in  manipulating than they are in  a ltru ism . One should 
therefore not expect a c lo se  corre la tion  between values scores and 
occupation in  which a person w ill  be s a t i s f i e d .  There w il l  be a 
c lo ser  re la tio n sh ip  between values and the ro le a person plays in  the 
occupation.
Wishing you success with your work I am,
S in cerely  yours,
Donald E. Super, Ph.D
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III. INTERESTS
Preferences for certain types of work activities or experiences, with accompanying rejection of contrary 
types of activities or experiences. Five pairs of interest factors are provided so that a positive preference for one 
factor of a pair also implies rejection of the other factor of that pair.
Situations involving a preference for activities vs. 0 Situations involving a preference for activities 
dealing with things and objects. concerned with people and the communication
of ideas.
2 Situations involving a preference for activities vs. 7 Situations involving a preference for activities
involving business contact with people. of a scientific and technical nature.
5 Situations involving a preference for activities vs. 8 Situations involving a preference for activities
of a routine, concrete, organized nature. of an abstract and creative nature.
4 Situations involving a preference for working vs. 9 Situations involving a preference for activities
for people for their presumed good, as in the that are nonsocial in nature, and are carried
social welfare sense, or for dealing with people on in relation to processes, machines, and
and language in social situations. techniques.
6 Situations involving a preference for activities vs. 0 Situations involving a preference for activities
resulting in prestige or the esteem of others. resulting in tangible, productive satisfaction.
IV. TEMPERAMENTS
Different types of occupational situations to which workers must adjust.
Situations involving a variety of duties often characterized by frequent change.
Situations involving repetitive or short cycle operations carried out according to set procedures or se­
quences. ^
Situations involving the direction, control, and planning of an entire activity or the activities of others. 
Situations involving the necessity of dealing with people in nctual job duties beyond giving and receiving 
instructions.
Situations involving influencing people in their opinions, attitudes, or judgments about ideas or things. 
Situations involving performing adequately under stress when confronted with the critical or unexpected 
or when taking risks.
Situations involving the evaluation (arriving at generalizations, judgments, or decisions) of information 
against sensory or judgmental criteria.
Situations involving the evaluation (arriving at generalizations, judgments, or decisions) of information 
against measurable or verifiable criteria.
Situations involving the interpretation of feelings, ideas, or facts in terms of personal viewpoint. 
Situations involving the precise attainment of set limits, tolerances, or standards.
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I l ike  work where I . . .
ALTRUISM
49. help others
37. feel th a t  I have helped another person
42. make other  people 's  l ives  b e t t e r
ESTHETICS
53. make things t h a t  look nice
56. need to know about co lors  and shapes
65. can add beauty to the world
CREATIVITY
21. can t ry  out new ideas
27. can make up something new
47. can think up new ideas th a t  will  be used
INTELLECTUAL STIMULATION
7. need to be mentally "wide-awake"
11. need to think things out
55. have many things which are hard to f igu re  out
ACHIEVEMENT
14. f in i s h  something and know I have done a good job
43. see what happens to my work when I am f in ished
59. get the fee l ing  I did a good day's work
INDEPENDENCE
4. make up my own mind
25. can do things the way I want without being to ld  when and how 
52. am my own boss
PRESTIGE
6. can do so well t h a t  people will  know about me
22. know th a t  others  think my work i s  important
20. am looked up to by others
MANAGEMENT
10. t e l l  o ther  workers when and how to do t h e i r  work
60. can boss other  people
62. can t e l l  others  what to do
67
ECONOMIC RETURN
5. have pay r a i se s  tha t  keep up with the cost of l iv ing
50. can get a r a i se
67. am paid enough to l ive  r ig h t
SECURITY
13. am sure of always having a job
29. know my job will  l a s t
54. am sure of  another job in the company i f  the job I have ends 
SURROUNDINGS
9. have a good place in which to work (good l i g h t ,  enough space, e t c . )  
24. l ik e  the place where I do my work
69. have a good r e s t  room, coffee room, and other  f a c i l i t i e s
SUPERVISORY RELATIONS
15. have a boss I can ta lk  with
30. have a boss who is  f a i r
63. have a boss who looks out fo r  me
VARIETY
3. do not do the same thing a l l  of  the time
19. do many d i f f e r e n t  things
51. have a l o t  of changes in my work
THINGS AND OBJECTS la
2. put things  together or take things apar t
26. use my hands more than my head
48. have to work with things more than with people
COMMUNICATION OF DATA lb
36. must get  ideas across to others
39. can ta lk  to people as p a r t  of my job
44. can explain things to others
BUSINESS CONTACT WITH PEOPLE 2a
31. wai t  on or serve people
45. buy or s e l l  things
64. have business contact  with people
PROCESSES, MACHINES & TECHNIQUES 4b
16. s e t  up, run, or f ix  machines or systems
17. do things th a t  take many d i f f e r e n t  steps
57. need special s k i l l s  or "know-how" in order to do the job
68
INFLU
33. can change the way people think
46. can change the way people feel about things
68. can s e l l  ideas  to  people
SJC
18. need special experience in order to judge or inspect  how good a 
thing is
40. can pick the bes t  material fo r  the job
41. must decide things using my own eyes, e a r s ,  e t c . ,  ins tead  of  s e t
rules
MVC
28. need to know a l l  the fac ts  and d e t a i l s  in order to do each job
32. t e s t  or measure things to see i f  they are exact ly  the same as
something e lse
61. need to study a l l  about a job before I can do i t  r ig h t
PUS
23. have to deal with danger, r i s k ,  or "up-t ight"  condit ions as p a r t  
of my job
34. have to keep up a steady pace and keep my mind on the job a l l  of
the time
35. must always keep cool no matter  what happens
STS
12. must t e s t  what I do to make sure i t  i s  j u s t  so
38. have to do things j u s t  r ig h t  or they won't  work
66. must be exact in everything I do
ASSOCIATES
8. get  along well with other  workers
1. can be f r iends  with the people I work with
58. fee l l iked  and p a r t  of things
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BY COMPLETING THE FOLLOWING FORM, YOU W ILL HELP IN  THE PROBLEM 
OF FIN D IN G  OUT JU ST WHAT MAKES YOU -  AND OTHERS L IK E  YOU -  HAPPY IN  T H E IR  
WORK. THROUGH YOUR COOPERATION, WE MAY FIN D  A BETTER WAY TO GUIDE I N D I ­
VIDUALS TOWARD WORK WHICH I S  MORE SA TISFY IN G  TO THEM.
YOU DO NOT HAVE TO G IV E YOUR NAME. BUT WE DO NEED SOME INFORMATION 
ABOUT YOU, SO THAT WE W ILL KNOW THE KIND OF PERSON WE ARE H ELPIN G . WE WOULD 
APPRECIATE I F  YOU WOULD F IL L  IN  ALL OF THE INFORMATION BELOW BEFORE YOU TURN 
THE PAGE.
THANK YOU!
H ow  o l d S e x E d u c a t i o n : C i r c l e  h i g h e s t  s c h o o l  g r a d e  c o m p l e t e d
a r e  y o u ? 1 .  M a le 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8  9 1 0  1 1  1 2
2 ,  F e m a le 1 3  1 4  1 5  1 6  1 7  1 8  1 9
( 5 - 6 ) ................. ... C.7.) -  ....................................................... ( 8 - 9 )
C i r c l e C i r c l e C i r c l e
G r o u p : N u m b e r  o f  p e r s o n s F a m i l y  in c o m e  f o r  p a s t t w e l v e  m o n t h s :
1 .  W h i t e i n  y o u r  h o u s e h o l d :
2 .  B l a c k 1 . $ 2 9 7 0  & u n d e r 7 . $ 7 7 7 1  -  8 7 3 0
3 .  S p a n i s h  A m e r ic a n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 2 . 2 9 7 1  -  3 9 3 0 8 . 8 7 3 1  -  9 6 9 0
4 .  A m e r i c a n  I n d i a n 1 0  1 1  1 2  13  1 4  1 5 3 . 3 9 3 1  -  4 8 9 0 9 . 9 6 9 1  -  1 0 6 5 0
5 .  O t h e r o t h e r 4 . 4 8 9 1  -  5 8 5 0 1 0 . 1 0 6 5 1  -  1 1 6 1 0
5 . 5 8 5 1  -  6 8 1 0 U . 1 1 6 1 1  -  1 2 5 7 0
6 . 6 8 1 1  -  7 7 7 0 1 2 . 1 2 5 7 1  & a b o v e
( 1 0 ) ( 1 1 - 1 2 ) ( 1 3 - 1 4 )
W h a t w a s  y o u r  l a s t  j o b ? How l o n g ?
( m o n th s  o r  y e a r s )
J o b  y o u  h a v e  w o r k e d  a t  t h e  m o s t? _ How l o n g ?
( m o n th s  o r  y e a r s )
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I F  ANY OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS. ARE REALLY IMPORTANT TO YOU IN  THE WORK YOU 
WOULD L IK E  TO D O , CIRCLE " Y E S " .
I F  ANY OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE NOT PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT TO YOU IN  THE 
WORK YOU WOULD L IK E  TO D O , CIRCLE "N O " .
C i r c l e  Y o u r
I  L IK E  WORK WHERE I .......................  A n s w e r
1 .  . . c a n  b e  f r i e n d s  w i t h  t h e  p e o p l e  I  w o r k  w i t h   Y e s  No 1 5
2 .  . .  p u t  t h i n g s  t o g e t h e r  o r  t a k e  t h i n g s  a p a r t   Y e s  N o 1 6
3 .  o . d o  n o t  d o  t h e  s a m e  t h i n g  a l l  o f  t h e  t i m e   Y e s  No 17
4 .  . . m a k e  u p  my ow n  m in d    Y e s  No 18
5 .  . .  h a v e  p a y  r a i s e s  t h a t  k e e p  u p  w i t h  t h e  c o s t  o f  l i v i n g   Y e s  No 19
6 .  o . c a n  d o  s o  w e l l  t h a t  p e o p l e  w i l l  k n o w  a b o u t  me  Y e s  No 2C
7 .  . .  n e e d  t o  b e  m e n t a l l y  " w i d e - a w a k e "   Y e s  No 21
8 .  .  .  c a n  g e t  a l o n g  w e l l  w i t h  o t h e r  w o r k e r s   Y e s  No 22
9 .  . . h a v e  a  g o o d  p l a c e  i n  w h i c h  t o  w o r k  ( g o o d  l i g h t ,  e n o u g h  s p a c e )   Y e s  No 22
1 0 .  . . t e l l  o t h e r  w o r k e r s  w h e n  a n d  h o w  t o  d o  t h e i r  w o r k ______________________ Y e s  No 24
1 1 .  . . n e e d  t o  t h i n k  t h i n g s  o u t _______________________________________________________  Y e s  No 2 i
1 2 .  . .  m u s t  t e s t  w h a t  I  d o  t o  m a k e  s u r e  i t  i s  j u s t  s o ________________________  Y e s  No 2(
1 3 .  .  . a m  s u r e  o f  a l w a y s  h a v i n g  a  j o b _______________________________________________  Y e s  No 2 '
1 4 .  . .  f i n i s h  s o m e t h i n g  a n d  k n o w  I  h a v e  d o n e  a  g o o d  j o b ______________________ Y e s  No 2t
1 5 .  .  . h a v e  a  b o s s  I  c a n  t a l k  w i t h __________________________________________   Y e s  No 2\
1 6 .  .  . s e t  u p ,  r u n ,  o r  f i x  m a c h i n e s  o r  s y s t e m s __________________________________   Y e s  No 3(
1 7 .  o . d o  t h i n g s  t h a t  t a k e  m a n y  d i f f e r e n t  s t e p s _________________________________  Y e s  No 3!
1 8 .  . . n e e d  s p e c i a l  e x p e r i e n c e  i n  o r d e r  t o  j u d g e  o r  i n s p e c t  h o w
g o o d  a  t h i n g  i s ___________________________________________________________________  Y e s  No 3!
1 9 .  . . d o  m a n y  d i f f e r e n t  t h i n g s _______________________________________________________  Y e s  No 3.
2 0 .  .  . am l o o k e d  u p  t o  b y  o t h e r s _ _____________________________________________________ Y e s  No 3'
2 1 .  . . c a n  t r y  o u t  n e w  i d e a s ____________________________________________________________ Y e s  No 3,
2 2 .  . . k n o w  t h a t  o t h e r s  t h i n k  my w o r k  i s  i m p o r t a n t ____________________________  Y e s  No 3'
2 3 .  . . h a v e  t o  d e a l  w i t h  d a n g e r ,  r i s k ,  o r  " u p - t i g h t "  c o n d i t i o n s
a s  p a r t  o f  my j o b _________________________________________________________________ Y e s  No 3
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I F  ANY OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE REALLY IMPORTANT TO YOU IN  THE WORK YOU 
WOULD L IK E  TO DO, CIRCLE ''Y E S " .
I F  ANY OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE NOT PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT TO YOU IN  THE 
WORK YOU WOULD L IK E  TO D O , CIRCLE " N O " .
C i r c l e  Y o u r
2 4 .  . . l i k e  t h e  p l a c e  w h e r e  I  d o  my w o r k   Y e s  No 38
2 5 .  .  . c a n  d o  t h i n g s  t h e  w a y  I  w a n t  w i t h o u t  b e i n g  t o l d  w h e n  & h o w   Y e s  No 39
2 6 .  . . u s e  my h a n d s  m o r e  t h a n  my h e a d   Y e s  No 4C
2 7 .  . . c a n  m a k e  u p  s o m e t h i n g  n e w   Y e s  No 41
2 8 .  . . n e e d  t o  k n o w  a l l  t h e  f a c t s  & d e t a i l s  i n  o r d e r  t o  d o  e a c h  j o b   Y e s  No 45
2 9 .  . .k n o w  my j o b  w i l l  l a s t   Y e s  No 42
3 0 .  . . h a v e  a  b o s s  w ho i s  f a i r   Y e s  No 44
3 1 .  . . w a i t  o n  o r  s e r v e  p e o p l e   Y e s  No 42
3 2 .  . . t e s t  o r  m e a s u r e  t h i n g s  t o  s e e  i f  t h e y  a r e  e x a c t l y  t h e  s a m e
a s  s o m e t h i n g  e l s e __________________________________________________________________  Y e s  No 4£
3 3 .  . . c a n  c h a n g e  t h e  w a y  p e o p l e  t h i n k   Y e s  No 41
3 4 .  . . h a v e  t o  k e e p  u p  a  s t e a d y  p a c e  a n d  k e e p  m y m in d  o n  t h e  j o b
a l l  o f  t h e  t i m e   Y e s  No 4 f
3 5 .  . .m u s t  a l w a y s  k e e p  c o o l  n o  m a t t e r  w h a t  h a p p e n s ___________________________  Y e s  No 4?
3 6 .  . . m u s t  g e t  i d e a s  a c r o s s  t o  o t h e r s ______________________________________________ Y e s  No 5(
3 7 .  . . f e e l  t h a t  I  h a v e  h e l p e d  a n o t h e r  p e r s o n ____________________________________  Y e s  No 51
3 8 .  . . h a v e  t o  d o  t h i n g s  j u s t  r i g h t  o r  t h e y  w o n ' t  w o rk _______________________  Y e s  No 51
3 9 .  . . c a n  t a l k  t o  p e o p l e  a s  p a r t  o f  my j o b _______________________________________ Y e s  No 51
4 0 .  . . c a n  p i c k  t h e  b e s t  m a t e r i a l  f o r  t h e  j o b ____________________________________  Y e s  No 5i
4 1 .  . .m u s t  d e c i d e  t h i n g s  u s i n g  my ow n e y e s ,  e a r s ,  e t c . ,  i n s t e a d
o f  s e t  r u l e s _________________________________________________________________________  Y e s  No 51
4 2 .  . .m a k e  o t h e r  p e o p l e ' s  l i v e s  b e t t e r ____________________________________________  Y e s  No 5(
4 3 .  . . s e e  w h a t  h a p p e n s  t o  my w o r k  w h e n  I  am f i n i s h e d ________________________  Y e s  No 5 '
4 4 .  .  . c a n  e x p l a i n  t h i n g s  t o  o t h e r s __________________________________________________ Y e s  No 51
4 5 .  . . b u y  o r  s e l l  t h i n g s ________________________________________________________________  Y e s  No 5!
4 6 .  . . c a n  c h a n g e  t h e  w a y  p e o p l e  f e e l  a b o u t  t h i n g s ____________________________  Y e s  No 6<
I F  ANY OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE REALLY IMPORTANT TO YOU IN  THE WORK YOU 
WOULD L IK E  TO D O, CIRC LE " Y E S " .
I F  ANY OF THE FOLLOWING STATEMENTS ARE NOT PARTICULARLY IMPORTANT TO YOU IN  THE 
WORK YOU WOULD L IK E  TO DO , CIRCLE "N O ".
C i r c l e  Y o u r
I  L IK E  WORK WHERE I .........................................................................................  A n s w e r
4 7 . • • can think up new ideas that w i l l  be used Yes No 61
4 8 . • • have to work w ith th ings more than w ith people Yes No 62
4 9 . • • help others Yes No 63
5 0 . • • can get a r a ise Yes No 64
5 1 . o • have a lo t  o f  changes in  my work Yes No 65
5 2 . • • am my own boss Yes No 66
5 3 . • • make th ings th at look n ice Yes No 67
5 4 . •  • am sure o f  another job in  the company i f  the job I  have ends__ Yes No 68
5 5 . • • have many th ings which are hard to  fig u re  out Yes No 69
5 6 . •  • need to  know about co lo rs  and shapes Yes No 7C
5 7 . 9 9 need sp ec ia l s k i l l s  or "know-how" in  order to do the job Yes No 71
5 8 . 9 • f e e l  lik ed  and part o f  th ings Yes No 72
5 9 . • • get the fe e lin g  I  did a good day's work Yes No 72
6 0 . •  • can boss other people Yes No 7k
6 1 . •  • need to study a l l  about a job before I  can do i t  r igh t Yes No 7 i
6 2 . • • can t e l l  others what to  do Yes No 7i
6 3 . • 9 have a boss who looks out for me Yes No 7 :
6 4 . 9 9 have business contact w ith people Yes No 71
6 5 . 9 • can add beauty to  the world Yes No 7<
6 6 . • 9 must be exact in  everything I do Yes No 8(
6 7 . 9 9 am paid enough to  l iv e  r igh t Yes No 81
6 8 . 9 9 can s e l l  ideas to people Yes No 82
6 9 . 9 9 have a good r e s t  room, c o ffe e  room and other f a c i l i t i e s Yes No 82
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F I L E  NONAME ( C R E A T I O N  DATE = 7 8 / 0 7 / 0 6 . )
-------------------- -  - -----------         - - - - - - - - - - T - T F
G R O U P  1 -  F I R S T  1 1 9  C A S E S
G R O U P  2 -  NE XT  1 1 9  C A S E S
V A R I A B L E NUMBER 
OF C A S E S MEAN
S T A N D A R D
D E V I A T I O N
S T A N D A R D
E RR OR
*
*
*
F
VALUE
T
VALUE
Q U E S T 0 1 *
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 9 7 4 8 . 1 5 7 . 0 1 4 ¥ '* 1 . 6 4  ; . 7 2
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 9 6 8 0 . 2 0 1 . 0  1 8 ¥¥ -
Q U E S T 0 2 ¥
G R O UP 1 1 1 9 1 . 5 7 1 4 . 9  9 7 . 0 4 6 ¥* 1 . 0 7  i 3 . 4 5
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 3 5 2  9 • A R 0 . 0 4 4 *¥ ■
Q U E S T 0 3 *
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 6 2 1 8 . 4 8 7 . 0 4 5 ¥¥ 1 . 0  2 1 . 4 0
GROU P 2 1 1 9 1 . 5 9 6 6 . 4 9 3 . 0 4 5 ¥*
Q U E S T 0 4 ¥
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 8 3 1 9 .  3 7 6 . 0  3 4 ¥¥ 1 . 2 7  ; -  . 9 1
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 8 7 3 9 .  3 3 3 . 0  3 1 ¥¥
Q U E S T 0 5 ¥
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 9 4 9 6 . 2 2 0 . 0 2 0 ¥ « 4¥ 1 . 3 1  '• . 5 5
G R O UP 2 1 1 9 1 . 9 3 2 8 . 2 5 1 .  0 2 3 ¥¥
Q U E S T 0 6 ¥
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 7 5 6 3 . 4 3 1 . 0 4 0 ¥¥ 1 . 1 3  ; . 8 7
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 7 0 5 9 . 4 5 8 . 0 4 2 ¥¥
Q U E S T 0 7 ¥
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 7  8 1 6 . 4 1 5 . 0 3 8 ¥¥ l . ^ - 2 . 0 4
GR O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 8 8 2 4 .  3 2 4 . 0  3 0 ¥¥
Q U E 3 T 0 8 ¥
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 .  9 2 4 4 . 2 6 6 . 0  2 4 ¥¥ 4 . 2 3 - 2 . 1 3
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 9 3 3 ? .  1 2 9 . 0  1 2 ¥¥
Q U E S T 0 9 ¥
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 9  3 2  8 . 2 5 1 . 0  2 3 ¥¥ 1 . 4 5 . 9 3
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 8 9 9 2 . 3 0  2 . 0  2 8 ¥¥
Q U E S T 1 0 ¥
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 1 7 6 5 . 3  8 3 . 0 3 5 ¥¥ 1 . 5 4 - 2 . 8 6
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 3  3 6 1 . 4 7 4 . 0 4 3 ¥¥
Q U E S T 1 1 ¥
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 6 0 5 0 . 4 9 1 . 0 4 5 ¥¥ 1 . 0 4 1 . 3 1
G R O UP 2 1 1 9 1 . 5  2 1 0 . 5 0 2 . 0  4 6 ¥¥
< P O O R  M I N I M A L L Y - S K I L L E D  V S .  N O N - P O O R  S E  M I - S K I L L E D >  A
F I L E  NONAME ( C R E A T I O N  DATE =  7 6 / 0 7 / 0 6 . )
 -------------                t - T E J - - - -
GROUP  1 -  F I R S T  1 1 9  C A S E S
GROUP  2  -  NEXT 1 1 9  C A S E S
V A R I A B L E NUMBER S T A N D A R D S T A N O A R D
*
* F T
OF  C A S E S MEAN D E V I A T I O N E R p OR 9 VALUE VALUE
Q U E S T 1 2 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 6 5 5 5 .  A 7 7 . 0  AA 9
9 1 . 1  0 3 . 0 5
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 a **62 2 . 5 0 1 . 0  A6 9
9
Q U E S T 1 3 9
G R O UP 1 1 1 9 1 . 8 6 5 5 .  3 A3 . 0 3 1 9
9 1 . 0 0 0
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 8 6 5 5 • 3 A3 . 0  3 1 9
9
Q U E S T  1A 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 9 7 A 8 . 1 5 7 . 0  1A 9
9 2 . 5 5 1 . 5 ' ,
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 9 3 2  8 . 2 5 1 . 0  2 3 9
9
Q U E S T 1 5 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 9 3 2 8 . 2 5 1 . 0  2 3 9
9 1 . 0  0 0
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 9 3 2 8 . 2 5 1 . 0 2 3 9
9
Q U E S T 1 6 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 • 29*+1 .  A 5 8 • 0 A2 9
9 1 . 1 0 . 7 3
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 2 5 2 1 • A 3 6 . 0  A0 9
9
Q U E S T 1 7 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 •  5 5 A 6 • A 9 9 . 0  A6 9
9 1 . 0 1 1 . 1 7
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . A 7 9  0 . 5 0 2 • 0 A6 9
9
Q U E S T 1 6 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 5 2 1 0 . 5 0 2 . 0  A6 9
9 1 . 0  1 1 . 3 0
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . A 3 7 0 .  A 9 8 . 0  A6 9
9
Q U E S T 1 9 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 8 2 3 5 . 3  8 3 . 0  3 5 9
9 1 .  5 A 2 . 8 5
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 6 6 3 9 .  A 7 A . 0 ^ 3 9
9
Q U E S T 2 0 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 6 3 8 7 .  A 8 2 . 0  AA 9
9 1 . 0 2 . 2 7
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 6 2 1 8 .  A 8 7 . 0  A5 9
9 f-
Q U E S T 2 1 9 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 7 7 3 1 .  A 2 1 . 0  3 9 9 9
9 1 . 0 7 9 . A  5
G R O U P 2 1 1 9 1 . 7 9 7 9 .  A 3 6 .  0 A 0 9 9
9 9
Q U E S T 2 2 9 9
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 8 3 1 9 . 3  7 6 . 0  3A 9 9
9 1 .  A8 9 2 . 3 2
G R O UP 2 1 1 9 1 . 7 0 5 9 .  A 5 8 .  0 A 2 9
9
f-
'f
< POOR M I N I M A L L Y - S K I L L ED  VS.  NON-POOR S EM I - S K I LL ED >
F I L E  NONAME (CREATION DATE = 7 8 / 0 7 / 0 6 . )
T - T E S - - - -
G ROUP  1  -  F I R S T  
G R O U P  2 -  NEXT
V A R I A B L E
1 1 9  C A S E S  
1 1 9  C A S E S
NUMBER 
O F  C A S E S MEAN
S T A N D A R D
D E V I A T I O N
S T A N D A R O
E R R O R
♦
*
♦
i -
F t  T 
VALUE * VALU
t
1 . 0 5  f
Q U E S T 2 3
G R O U P  1 1 1 9
G R O U P  2  1 1 9
1 . 2 9 4 1
1 . 3 1 9 3
• 4 5 8  
. 4 6 8
. 0 4 2
. 0 4 3
¥
♦
*
*
¥
- . 4 ,
Q U E S T 2 4
G R O UP
GROUP
1
2
1 1 9
1 1 9
1 . 9 4 1 2
1 . 9 2 4 4
. 2 3 6
. 2 6 6
. 0 2 2
. 0 2 4
¥
¥
¥
¥
¥
1 . 2 6
k
k
)
)
k
. 5 ;
Q U E S T 2 5 ¥ k
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 6 4 7 1 . 4 8 0 . 0 4 4 ¥ F
¥ 1 . 0 7 F - . 6  •
G ROUP 2 1 1 9 1 . 6 8 9 1 . 4 6 5 . 0 4 3 ¥ I
¥ F
Q U E S T 2 6 ¥ IL
G R O U P 1 1 1 9 1 . 5 2 1 0 . 5 0 2 . 0 4 6 ¥ i
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STATISTICAL FORMULAS USED IN STUDY
Ex1. Mean - ungrouped data M =
4-1
6. t  ( tw o- ta i l )  t e s t
N
V •Prl
2. Mean - grouped data  M = A + —rj— i
J~d2
3. SD - ungrouped data SD = -jq-
j j a. 4 4 f d 2 Efd 24. SD - grouped data o =  ^ ^-----
5 SE - ° 2o .  on.jy|
Mi -M2
4 em 2+ SEm 2 Mi M2
7. £  t e s t  ^ - 2- ( d - f d e smalles t  in to  l a rges t )
8. Correlation - ungrouped data  r  = --------- —
^ • E y 2
6ZD^9. Rank-Difference Corr lea t ion r^ = 1 - N'(|\|g_yy
T i t l e :  P i l o t  S tudy  o f  Work V a lues  o f  Poor  v e r s u s  Non-Poor  S e r v i c e
Workers in Nevada
The purpose of  t h i s  research was to survey the work values of 
poor, minimally-sk i l led  versus non-poor sem i-sk i l led  serv ice  workers in 
Nevada. As a P i lo t  Study, i t  wi l l  provide a r a s i s  fo r  developing a coun­
se l ing  instrument  designed to  measure work values ,  a scale  so constructed 
as to be usable even by those with l imited education and s k i l l s .  No such 
instrument  present ly  e x i s t s .
The instJUment developed' in th i s  study combines work values from 
Super 's  "Work Values Inventory" with I n te r e s t  Factors and Temperament 
Factors from the Dict ionary of  Occupational T i t l e s .  Language and format 
of  the sca le  were s im pl i f ied  so t h a t  i t  could be both e a s i ly  understood 
and administered even to  those with only a t h i rd  or four th  grade reading 
l e v e l .  The scale  includes 69 p r e fe re n t ia l  s tatements  measuring 23 work 
va lues ,  using a simple "yes"/"no" response format.
S t r a t i f i e d  populations  represented in the sampling consis ted  of 
119 poor,  m inimally-sk il led  and 119 non-poor sem i-sk i l led  service workers 
in Nevada. The poor group was drawn pr imari ly  from welfare and WIN programs.
The two populations were compared re :  age, sex, level of  education 
and e thn ic  de r iva t ion .  The sampling of the study was v e r i f i e d  as being 
rep re sen ta t iv e  and the two groups were found to  be s ig n i f i c a n t ly  d i f f e r e n t  
in each of  the four v a r ia b le s .
Items in the s c a le ,  c lu s te red  in to  t r i a d s  which measured each of 
the 23 work values , were t o t a l l e d  according to  number of "yes" responses.  
Percentages of to ta l  poss ib le  responses fo r  each c l u s t e r  were ca lcu la ted .
The 23 work values were then ranked according to  importance to each group, 
using the c l u s t e r  percentage scores .
Both the poor and the non-poor included the same work values i n ’ 
ranks 1 through 6, although not in the same order .  5 out of the 6 were 
e x t r i n s i c  f a c t o r s ,  c o n s is te n t  with other  research in the f i e ld .  However, 
"Achievement", an i n t r i n s i c  f a c to r  was a lso  ranked high by both grdups.
Management and the des i re  to  inf luence others  were ranked low 
by both groups. Also ranked low were work values implying impersonal or 
non-social  a spec ts ,  such as working with th ings  and o b jec ts .
Results of  the study indica ted  t h a t  there  are more s i m i l a r i t i e s  
between the work values of  the poor and the non-poor serv ice  workers in 
Nevada then there are d i f f e re n c es .  However, the study did id e n t i fy  seven 
s ig n i f i c a n t  value d i f fe rences  between the two groups. The non-poor 
ranked as more important:  I n t e l l e c tu a l  St imulat ion,  Business Contact With 
People, Independence, and Performing Under S t re s s .  The poor ranked as 
more important:  V ar ie ty ,  E s t h e t i c s ,  and the Temperament Factor r e l a t in g
to  " a r r iv in g  a t  g en e ra l iz a t io n s ,  judgements or decis ions  based upon 
measurable and v e r i f i a b l e  c r i t e r i a " .
I t  i s  suggested t h a t  the p resent  scale  developed by th i s  
study be administered to poor and non-poor populat ions in o ther  geographic 
areas of  the United S ta tes .  These da ta ,  combined with the Nevada da ta ,  
could then be u t i l i z e d  to develop poss ib le  nat ional  normative c r i t e r i a .
A modified s ca le ,  with a l l  work values d i r e c t l y  r e la ted  to 
the DOT I n t e r e s t  and Temperament Factors ,  could then be. incorporated 
as a counseling instrument of  the United S ta tes  Employment Serv ice 's  
automated Job Match System.
The Work Values Scale wil l  give more p rec ise  counselee i n t e r e s t /  
temperament information which the counselor can input  in to  the computor, 
along with General Aptitude Test  Battery  scores ,  to r e t r i e v e  an extensive 
choice of occupations compatible with those in teres t / tem perament /ap t i tude  
t r a i t s .  Thus the counselee can be guided toward work and/or  t ra in in g  
which wi l l  be more meaningful in terms of  work s a t i s f a c t i o n .
